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SUMMARY	  
	  
Background	  and	  Problem	  statement	  
The	  objective	  of	  this	  thesis	  is	  to	  contribute	  to	  the	  understanding	  of	  how	  customer	  relationships	  are	  
build	   between	   customers	   and	   service	   providers	   in	   a	   self-­‐service	   technology	   (SST)	   context.	   In	  
particular,	   the	   role	   of	   technology	   adoption	   on	   the	   benefits	   the	   customer	   receives	   from	  being	   in	   a	  
relationship	  and	   the	   subsequent	   creation	  of	   customer	   satisfaction	   is	   studied.	  The	   relevance	  of	   this	  
research	  objective	  arises	  from	  the	  ongoing	  change	  in	  organizations	  from	  a	  service	  delivery	  via	  inter-­‐
personal	   interactions	   (e.g.	   service	   personnel)	   towards	   technology-­‐	   based	   interactions	   (e.g.	   self-­‐
service	   portals,	   ATMs,	   check-­‐in	   kiosks).	   This	   change	   has	   been	   widely	   acknowledged	   within	   the	  
service-­‐	  and	  marketing	  literature,	  and	  questions	  are	  raised	  -­‐	  customers	  interacting	  through	  SSTs	  are	  
still	  exposed	  to	  the	  development	  or	  creation	  of	  customer-­‐	  relationships	  and	  satisfaction.	  As	  a	  result,	  
this	  thesis	  seeks	  to	  address	  the	  following	  problem	  statement:	  “What	   is	  the	   influence	  of	  Technology	  
Adoption	  Factors,	  on	  the	  relationship	  benefits	  and	  customer	  satisfaction	  between	  the	  customer	  and	  
self-­‐service	   technologies?”.	  Most	   literature	   to	   date	   focuses	   on	   the	   behavior	   of	   (new)	   technologies	  
and	   its	   intention	   to	   use	   rather	   than	   how	   these	   technologies	   influence	   customer	   relationships.	  
Therefore,	   the	   technology	   adoption,	   service-­‐	   and	   marketing	   literature	   are	   used	   to	   develop	   a	  
conceptual	   model,	   which	   includes	   customer	   relationship	   factors	   (see	   figure	   0).	   The	   literature	  
indicates	   that	   three	   types	   of	   relevant	   relational	   benefits	   are	   identified	   to	   conceptualize	   customer	  
relationship:	   confidence	   benefits,	   special	   treatment,	   and	   social	   benefits.	   Similarly,	   throughout	   this	  
study	   two	   types	   of	   technology	   adoption	   factors	   are	   used.	   First,	   this	   study	   includes	   the	   individual	  
specific	  factors	  through	  the	  Technology	  Readiness	  (TR)	  model,	  as	  such	  including	  the	  personality	  traits	  
of	  technology	  adoption.	  Four	  types	  of	  Technology	  Readiness	  are	  included:	  Optimism,	  Innovativeness,	  
Insecurity,	  and	  Discomfort.	  Second,	  this	  study	   includes	  the	  system	  specific	  factors	  through	  applying	  
the	   Technology	   Adoption	  Model	   (TAM),	   as	   such	   including	   the	   service	   itself	   as	   part	   of	   technology	  
adoption.	   TAM,	   includes	   Perceived	   Usefulness	   and	   Perceived	   Ease	   of	   Use.	   Finally,	   this	  model	   was	  
tested	  to	  analyze	  the	  effect	  on	  customer	  satisfaction.	  	  
Research	  method	  
Previous	   research	   has	   indicated	   that	   adoption	   factors	   like	   TAM	   and	   TR	   can	   influence	   customer	  
satisfaction.	   Additionally,	   	   research	   have	   also	   indicated	   a	   direct	   relationship	   between	   relational	  
benefits	  and	  customer	  satisfaction.	  But	  a	  possible	   relationship	  between	  the	  TAM	  and	  TR	  attributes	  
and	   relational	   benefits	   are	   undiscovered.	   As	   no	   previous	   findings	   exist,	   exploratory	   research	   was	  
used	   to	   derive	   propositions	   and	   to	   construct	   the	   conceptual	   model.	   The	   model	   was	   tested	   by	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collecting	  data	  from	  355	  respondents	  using	  an	  online	  administered	  survey	  via	  an	  online	  self-­‐service	  
portal	   of	   a	   Dutch	   telecom	   operator.	   The	  measurements	   are	   validated	   by	   using	   exploratory	   factor	  
analysis,	  and	  a	  structural	  equation	  model	  was	  employed.	  	  
	  
Figure	  0:	  Summary	  conceptual	  model	  
Paths	   Coefficients	   t-­‐values	   p-­‐value	  
Optimism	  	  Perceived	  Ease	  of	  Use	   0.24	   3.55	   .0004**	  
Optimism	  	  Perceived	  Usefulness	   0.30	   4.07	   .0000**	  
Innovativeness	  	  Perceived	  Ease	  of	  Use	   0.10	   1.19	   .2349	  
Innovativeness	  	  Perceived	  Usefulness	   -­‐0.04	   0.56	   .5690	  
Perceived	  Usefulness	  	  Special	  Treatment	   0.25	   4.25	   .0000**	  
Perceived	  Usefulness	  	  Confidence	  Benefits	   0.41	   7.32	   .0000**	  
Perceived	  Usefulness	  	  Social	  Benefits	   0.37	   5.75	   .0000**	  
Perceived	  Ease	  of	  Use	  	  Special	  Treatment	   0.07	   1.07	   .2854	  
Perceived	  Ease	  of	  Use	  	  Confidence	  Benefits	   0.22	   3.68	   .0002**	  
Perceived	  Ease	  of	  Use	  	  Social	  Benefits	   0.04	   0.57	   .5690	  
Special	  Treatment	  	  Customer	  satisfaction	   0.12	   3.15	   .0017**	  
Confidence	  Benefits	  	  Customer	  satisfaction	   0.65	   15.91	   .0000**	  
Social	  Benefits	  	  Customer	  satisfaction	   0.11	   2.13	   0.033*	  
AIC	  =5524.4;	  BIC	  =	  5752.9;	  CAIC	  =	  57.53;	  EN	  =	  0.55	  
*	  	   Significant	  at	  p	  =	  0.05	  (critical	  two-­‐tailed	  t-­‐value	  +/-­‐	  1.96)	  
**	  Significant	  at	  p	  =	  0.01	  (critical	  two-­‐tailed	  t-­‐value	  +/-­‐	  2.59)	  
Table	  0:	  	  Summary	  Structural	  Model	  Results	  and	  relationships	  
Results	  
The	   findings	  of	   this	   thesis	   largely	   support	   the	  proposed	   relationships	  as	  outlined	   in	   the	  conceptual	  
framework	   (see	   table	   0).	   Overall	   the	   results	   support	   that	   technology	   adoption	   can	   positively	  
influence	   the	   customer	   relationship	   between	   the	   customer	   and	   service	   provider.	   Specifically,	  
customers	   using	   self-­‐service	   technologies	   perceive	   relational	   benefits	   and	   can	   subsequently	   these	  
benefits	   promote	   customer	   satisfaction.	   The	   results	   indicate	   that	   perceived	   usefulness	   positively	  
influence	   all	   three	   relational	   benefits,	   that	   is:	   confidence	   benefits,	   special	   treatment,	   and	   social	  
	   5	  
benefits.	  This	  means	   that	  when	  self-­‐service	   technologies	  are	  useful	   to	   the	  user,	   these	   technologies	  
will	   likely	   influence	   the	   aforementioned	   relational	   benefits.	   Next,	   perceived	   ease	   of	   use	   only	  
positively	   influence	   confidence	   benefits.	   No	   significant	   linear	   relationship	   was	   found	   between	  
perceived	   ease	   of	   use	   and	   special	   treatment	   and	   social	   benefits.	   Next,	   the	   findings	   indicate	   that	  
customer	  satisfaction,	   through	  self-­‐service	  technologies,	  can	  be	  positively	   influenced	  by	  confidence	  
benefits,	   special	   treatment	   and	   social	   benefits.	   These	   findings	   are	   in	   line	   with	   previous	   research.	  
These	   and	   the	   aforementioned	   results	   imply	   that	   self-­‐service	   technology	   providers	   can	   foster	  
customer	   satisfaction	   through	   relational	   benefits	   by	   creating	   self-­‐service	   technologies,	   which	   are	  
perceived	  by	  the	  customer	  as	  useful,	  and	  ease	  to	  use.	  	  
Due	  to	  low	  construct	  validity	  insecurity	  and	  discomfort	  were	  not	  taken	  into	  account	  in	  the	  analysis	  of	  
the	  conceptual	  model.	  Furthermore,	  innovativeness	  does	  not	  support	  a	  significant	  linear	  relationship	  
with	  either	  perceived	  usefulness	  or	  perceived	  ease	  of	  use.	  Only	  optimism	  supports	  the	  prediction	  of	  
the	  conceptual	  model,	  meaning	  that	  the	  results	  support	  a	  positive	  influence	  between	  optimism	  and	  
perceived	  usefulness	  and	  perceived	  ease	  of	  use.	  	  	  
Contributions	  and	  recommendations	  
This	   study	   provides	   new	   insights	   how	   TR	   and	   TAM,	   in	   a	   combined	   model	   (TRAM),	   influence	   the	  
relational	  benefits	  between	  the	  customer	  and	  service	  provider	  in	  a	  SST	  context.	  As	  this	  relationship	  
has	   not	   been	   studied	   before,	   this	   study	   contributes	   to	   the	   literature	   in	   the	   field	   of	   technology	  
adoption	   and	   customer	   relationship	   by	   providing	   a	   better	   explanation	   how	   TRAM	   can	   influence	  
relational	  benefits.	  More	  concrete,	  this	  study	  supports,	  that	   in	  a	  SST	  context	  Perceived	  Ease	  of	  Use	  
and	   Perceived	  Usefulness	   can	   positively	   influence	   the	   relational	   benefits:	   special	   treatment,	   social	  
benefits,	   and	   confidence	   benefits.	   The	   findings	   that	   easy	   to	   use	   and	   useful	   SSTs	   can	   foster	   the	  
perceived	  relational	  benefits	  are	  especially	  of	   interest	   for	  product	  managers	  or	  service	  designers	   in	  
developing	  self-­‐service	  technologies.	  Besides	  these	  findings,	  this	  study	  recommends	  future	  research	  
directions.	   First,	   this	   study	   recommends,	   based	   on	   its	   findings	   to	   further	   study	   the	   relevance	   of	  
technology	  readiness	  in	  the	  evaluation	  of	  the	  adoption	  of	  self-­‐service	  technologies.	  For	  example,	  the	  
relevance	  of	  technology	  readiness	  for	  new-­‐	  versus	  existing	  self-­‐service	  technologies	  can	  be	  studied.	  
Second,	  this	  study	  indicated	  a	  rather	  weak	  model	  fit.	  This	  fit	  suggest	  that	  alternative	  variables	  might	  
influence	   the	   studied	   behavior.	   Therefore,	   future	   studies	   should	   investigate	   if	   other	   types	   of	  
relational	  benefits	  or	   technology	  adoption	   factors	   should	  be	   included	   in	   the	  model	   to	   increase	   the	  
overall	  model	  fit.	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1.	  INTRODUCTION	  AND	  RESEARCH	  PROBLEM	  
1.1	   Introduction	  
For	  a	  large	  number	  of	  customers	  the	  quality	  perception	  of	  the	  service	  delivery	  is	  based	  on	  the	  service	  
encounter	  with	  a	  firm’s	  frontline	  employees.	  In	  recent	  years,	  many	  services	  have	  made	  the	  transition	  
to	   technology-­‐mediated	   interactions	   or	   even	   complete	   technology-­‐based	   self-­‐services	   (SSTs)1	   (e.g.	  
Bitner	  et	  al.,	  2000;	  Liljander	  et	  al.,	  2006;	  Ho	  and	  Ko,	  2008).	  Self-­‐service	  technologies	  can	  be	  regarded	  
as	  marketplace	  transactions	  in	  which	  no	  interpersonal	  contact	  is	  required	  between	  the	  buyer	  and	  the	  
seller	  (e.g.	  Grönroos,	  2000;	  Bitner	  et	  al.,	  2000).	  The	  change	  from	  labor	  intensive	  service	  encounters’	  
to	   technology	   mediated	   encounters	   have	   led	   to	   the	   customer	   benefit	   that	   customer	   can	   access	  
services	  at	  any	  time	  at	  any	  place	  without	  the	  required	   interaction	  with	  service	  personnel	  (Bitner	  et	  
al.,	  2000).	  Besides	  this	  profound	  customer	  benefit,	  the	  companies	  delivering	  SSTs	  often	  cited	  that	  the	  
reduction	   of	   costs,	   elimination	   of	   uncertainty,	   and	   the	   increase	   of	   productivity	   and	   efficiency	   are	  
favorable	  benefits	  of	  SSTs.	  (e.g.	  Durking	  et	  al.,	  2007;	  Liljander	  et	  al.,	  2006)	  
This	   shift	   in	   service	   delivery	   has	   led	   to	   different	   types	   of	   services.	   For	   example	   Grönroos	   (2000)	  
classifies	   services	   in	   high	   touch	   and	   high-­‐tech.	   High-­‐touch	   characterizes	   a	   service	   delivery	   process	  
depending	   on	   people	   producing	   the	   service	   and	   high	   tech	   services	   in	   which	   automated	   systems,	  
information	  technology	  or	  other	  types	  of	  physical	  resources,	  which	  deliver	  the	  service.	  
	  
The	  research	  community,	  which	  studies	  services,	  has	  acknowledged	  that	  the	  technology	  changes	   in	  
the	  service	  industry	  require	  changes	  in	  the	  service	  processes	  as	  well	  (Froehle,	  2006).	  As	  a	  result,	  the	  
body	  of	   research	   in	   the	   field	  of	   self-­‐service	   technologies	  has	  been	   increasing	   in	   the	   last	  decade,	  as	  
academics	   have	   been	   analyzing	   how	   the	   technology	   based	   service	   context	   differs	   from	   the	   more	  
“traditional’	   service	   delivery;	  more	   specifically,	   	   “traditional“	   is	   characterized	   as	   a	   service	   delivery	  
with	   a	   firm’s	   frontline	   employees.	   As	   a	   result,	   one	   of	   the	   key	   research	   themes	   in	   the	   self-­‐service	  
literature	   focuses	   on	   the	   adoption	   or	   usage	   of	   self-­‐service	   technologies	   by	   its	   customers	   (e.g.	  
Gelderman	  et	  al.,	  2011;	  Lin	  and	  Chang,	  2011;	  Liljander	  et	  al.,	  2006).	  	  
	  
Another	   key	   research	   theme	  within	   self-­‐service	   technology	   is	   centered	   around	   building	   a	   positive	  
relationship	  between	  the	  customer	  and	  the	  service	  provider,	  which	  in	  turn	  can	  lead	  to	  an	  increased	  
customer	   loyalty	   (e.g.	   Bojei	   and	   Alwie,	   2010;	   Hennig-­‐Thurau,	   2004).	   Indicated	   by	   researchers,	   the	  
motive	   to	   analyse	   this	   customer	   relationship	   with	   SST	   stems	   from	   the	   curiosity	   if	   customer	  
relationships	   are	   still	   relevant	   in	   a	   technology	   mediated	   environment	   (e.g.	   Patterson	   and	   Smith,	  
2001;	  ,	  Gwinner	  et	  al.,	  1998;	  Wang	  and	  Hsu,	  2012;	  Yen	  and	  Gwinner,	  2003).	  	  	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  SST	  and	  Self-­‐service	  will	  be	  used	  alternately	  throughout	  this	  thesis.	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Having	   introduced	   two	   key	   research	   themes	   in	   the	   self-­‐service	   technology	   literature,	   this	   thesis	  
combines	  these	  themes	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  explain	  which	  (and	  to	  which	  extent)	  self-­‐service	  technology	  
adoption	   factors	   influence	   building	   customer	   relationships	   between	   the	   customer	   and	   the	   self-­‐
service	  technology.	  
1.2	   Background	  &	  Problem	  Definition	  	  
1.2.1	  Background	  
Given	   the	   importance	   of	   building	   relationships	   between	   customers	   and	   service	   providers	   and	   the	  
positive	   outcomes,	   such	   as	   customer	   loyalty	   (Bojei	   and	   Alwie,	   2010)	   authors	   have	   attempted	   to	  
develop	  models	   suited	   to	  explain	   the	   relationship	  between	   the	  customer	  and	  service	  provider;	   the	  
explanation	   often	   takes	   the	   perspective	   of	   the	   creation	   of	   relational	   benefits	   between	   the	   two	  
parties.	  Customers	  are	  likely	  to	  receive	  benefits	  from	  being	  in	  a	  relationship	  with	  a	  service	  provider	  
and	   evaluate	   these	   benefits	   to	   decide	   to	   either	   establish	   or	  maintain	   this	   relationship	   or	   stop	   the	  
relationship	  with	  the	  service	  provider	  (Vazquez-­‐Carrasco	  &	  Foxall,	  2006;	  Wang	  &	  Hsu,	  2012).	  	  
Various	  studies	  have	  indicated	  what	  benefits	  customers	  can	  receive	  from	  being	  in	  a	  relationship	  (e.g.	  
Patterson	  &	  Smith,	  2001;	  Bendapudi	  and	  Berry,	  1997;	  Colgate	  et	  al.,	  2005;	  Gwinner	  et	  al.,	  1998).	  It’s	  
the	  work	   from	  Gwinner	   et	   al.	   (1998)	  which	   is	   generally	   cited	   in	   studies	   to	   typology	   the	   customer	  
benefits	  in	  the	  relationship	  with	  a	  service	  provider;	  also	  referred	  as	  the	  relational	  benefits.	  According	  
to	   these	   studies	   relational	  benefits	   consist	  of:	   (1)	   confidence-­‐,	   (2)	   social-­‐	   and	   (3)	   special	   treatment	  
benefits.	  Confidence	  benefits	  refer	  to	  the	  perception	  of	  increased	  comfort	  and	  reduced	  anxiety,	  such	  
that	   the	   customer	   knows	   what	   to	   expect	   in	   the	   service	   encounter.	   Social	   benefits	   refer	   to	   the	  
emotional	   part	   of	   the	   relationship	   such	   as	   the	   familiarity	   with	   employees,	   friendliness	   of	   the	  
relationship	  and	  the	  personal	  recognition.	  Finally	  special	  treatment	  refers	  to	  the	  consumer	  feeling	  of	  
being	  treated	  “special”	  examples	  are	  individualized	  offers,	  discounts	  or	  faster	  service	  (Gwinner	  et	  al.,	  
1998).	  	  
More	  recently,	  academics	  have	  raised	  if	  relational	  benefits	  still	  hold	  in	  the	  absence	  of	  direct	  human	  
contact;	  this	  raise	  the	  question	  if	  relational	  benefits	  are	  of	  relevance	  in	  a	  service	  encounter	  which	  is	  
mediated	   by	   technology	   like	   the	   Internet	   or	   self-­‐service	   technologies	   and	   if	   these	   new	   service	  
technologies	  still	  drive	  outcomes	  such	  as	  customer	  satisfaction	  and	  loyalty	  (Yen	  and	  Gwinner,	  2003).	  
Several	  studies	  have	   indicated	  that	  relational	  benefits	   remain	  relevant	   in	  a	  self-­‐service	  context	   (e.g	  
Wang	  and	  Hsu,	  2012;	  Yen	  and	  Gwinner,	  2003;	  Colgate	  et	  al.,	  2005;	  Walsh	  et	  al.,	  2010).	  Nevertheless	  
research	   in	   the	   field	   of	   relational	   benefits	   and	   self-­‐service	   technologies	   remains	   limited.	   This	   has	  
been	  acknowledged	  more	  recently	  by	  Wang	  and	  Hsu	  (2012),	  Schumann	  et	  al.	  (2012),	  and	  Verhoef	  et	  
al.	   (2009).	   Furthermore,	   Schumann	   et	   al.	   (2012)	   indicate	   that	   despite	   the	  widespread	   use	   of	   self-­‐
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service	   technologies,	   there	   are	   still	   challenges	   in	   the	   acceptance	   and	   use	   of	   these	   technologies.	  
Although	  several	  studies	  have	  focused	  on	  the	  adoption	  factors	  to	  use	  self-­‐services	  technologies	  there	  
is	   only	   scarce	   scientific	   understanding	   what	   influence	   these	   adoption	   factors	   have	   on	   building	  
customer	   relationships.	  Moreover	   Schumann	   et	   al.	   (2012)	   indicate	   that,	   due	   to	   the	   lack	   of	   service	  
employees	   in	   the	   technology-­‐mediated	   service	   interaction,	   research	   is	   required	   to	   understand	  
customer	  bonding	  and	  relationship	  building	  in	  self-­‐service	  technologies.	  	  
The	   literature	   on	   technology	   acceptance	  models	   indicates	   that	   there	   are	   two	  models	   which	   have	  
been	  applied	  and	  acknowledged	  widely:	  the	  Technology	  Adoption	  Model	  (TAM)	  of	  (Davis,	  1989)	  and	  
the	  Technology	  Readiness	  model	  (TR)	  of	  (Parasuraman,	  2000).	  The	  TAM	  model,	  which	  consists	  of	  two	  
predictors	   of	   technology	   adoption,	   “perceived	   ease	   of	   use”	   (in	   short,	   PU)	   and	   “perceived	  
usefulness”(in	   short,	   PEOU)	   have	   been	   applied	   by	   several	   researchers	   and	   is	   regarded	   as	   a	  widely	  
accepted	   model	   (Lin	   and	   Chang,	   2011;	   Lin	   and	   Hsieh,	   2007).	   Although	   the	   TAM	   model	   is	   widely	  
accepted,	  the	  model	  has	  been	  challenged	  on	  its	  shortcomings.	  Lin	  and	  Chang	  (2011)	  and	  Dabholkar	  
and	   Bagozzi	   (2002)	   argue	   that	   the	   TAM	  model	   only	   explain	   partly	   the	   adoption	   behavior	   of	   new	  
technologies	  by	  consumers.	  Moreover,	  research	  has	  revealed	  that	  there	  are	  other	  factors	  in	  addition	  
to	   the	   TAM	   variables	   that	   explain	   technology	   adoption.	   For	   example,	   research	   has	   indicated	   that	  
personality	   traits	   play	   an	   important	   role	   in	   the	   adoption	   of	   new	   technologies.	   The	   TAM	   model’s	  
shortcoming	   is	   that	   it	   does	   not	   take	   into	   account	   the	   customer	   preferences	   or	   -­‐characteristics	  
(personality	  traits)	  in	  the	  adoption	  of	  technology.	  Lin	  and	  Chang	  (2011)	  stress	  that,	  “personality	  traits	  
tend	  to	  determine	  an	  individual’s	  adoption	  of	  technology,	  firms	  deploying	  SSTs	  needs	  to	  understand	  
their	  customers’	  readiness	  to	  use	  SSTs”.	  Another	  research,	  which	  takes	  other	  variables	  into	  account,	  
than	   proposed	   by	   the	   TAM	   is	   the	   research	   of	   Venkatesh	   and	   Davis	   (2000).	   The	   authors	   provide	  
support	  that	  social	   influences	  are	  an	  important	  driver	  of	  usage	  intentions.	  Social	   influences	  defined	  
as	  “person’s	  perception	  that	  most	  people	  who	  are	   important	   to	  him	  think	  he	  should	  or	  should	  not	  
perform	  the	  behavior	   in	  questions”	  (Venkatesh	  and	  Davis,	  2000	  p.	  187).	   	  Although	  social	   influences	  
and	   personality	   traits	   entail	   a	   different	   definition	   they	   are	   both	   positioned	   as	   different	   factors	   for	  
technology	   adoption	   than	   the	   variables	   included	   in	   the	   TAM	   model	   of	   Davis	   (1989);	   therefore,	  
arguing	  that	  solely	  TAM	  variables	  do	  not	  explain	  the	  adoption	  of	  new	  technologies.	  Alternatively,	  the	  
technology	   readiness	   model	   (TR)	   has	   been	   proposed	   by	   Parasuraman	   (2000)	   as	   an	   alternative	  
technology	  adoption	  model;	  which	  includes	  the	  dimensions	  of	  innovativeness,	  insecurity,	  discomfort	  
and	  optimism	  as	  predictors.	  Innovativeness	  refers	  to	  the	  propensity	  to	  be	  one	  of	  the	  first	  using	  new	  
technologies.	   	  Secondly,	  Optimism	   is	  about	  having	  a	  positive	  view	  on	  technology	  and	  that	   the	  new	  
technology	  enables,	  for	  example,	  an	  increased	  control	  in	  life.	  Discomfort	  refers	  to	  the	  overwhelming	  
part	   and	   sense	   of	   being	   not	   in	   control	   when	   adopting	   a	   new	   technology	   and	   finally,	   insecurity	   is	  
	   12	  
about	   having	   distrust	   in	   the	   new	   technology,	   for	   example,	   having	   a	   lack	   of	   privacy	   (Parasuraman,	  
2000;	  Walczuch	  et	  al.,	  2007).	  
The	   TR	   model	   reflects	   on	   the	   shortcomings	   of	   the	   TAM	   model	   by	   including	   the	   aforementioned	  
personality	   traits.	   The	   model	   has	   been	   acknowledged	   and	   applied	   by	   several	   researchers	   as	   an	  
important	  model	  to	  explain	  the	  consumer	  tendency	  to	  use	  SSTs	  (Lin	  and	  Chang,	  2011;	  Lin	  and	  Hsieh,	  
2007;	  Liljander	  et	  al.,	  2006;	  Gelderman	  et	  al.,	  2011).	  Nevertheless,	  a	  larger	  part	  of	  the	  studies	  to	  date	  
have	  been	  based	  on	  the	  original	  TAM	  model	  (Gelderman	  et	  al.,	  2011)	  and	  only	  limited	  research	  has	  
taken	   into	  account	   the	  personal	   traits	   in	  explaining	   the	  adoption	  of	   self-­‐services	   like	   the	  TR	  model	  
(Liljander	   et	   al.,	   2006;	   Verhoef	   et	   al.,	   2009).	   For	   example,	   Verhoef	   et	   al.	   (2009)	   suggests	   further	  
research	  in	  the	  field	  of	  TR	  to	  better	  understand	  how	  TR	  influences	  the	  use	  of	  SSTs.	  	  
1.2.2	  Problem	  definition	  
The	   current	   literature	   on	   self-­‐service	   technologies	   indicates	   that	   there	   is	   a	   need	   for	   a	   better	  
understanding	  on	  how	  customer	  bonding	  and	  relationship	  building	  works	  in	  a	  SST	  context;	  the	  need	  
for	   this	   better	   understanding	   mostly	   stems	   from	   the	   loss	   of	   human	   interactions	   in	   the	   service	  
encounter	   (Schumann	  et	  al.,	  2012).	  Furthermore	  Parasuraman	   (2000)	  propose	   to	   further	   study	   the	  
antecendents	  and	  consequences	  of	   the	  TR	  model;	   such	  as	   its	   impact	  on	  customer	  satisfaction.	  The	  
lack	   of	   understanding	   of	   customer	   satisfaction	   on	   the	   TR	  model	   links	   relational	   benefits	   with	   the	  
technology	   adoption	   literature;	   as	   it	   is	   well	   established	   that	   customer	   relationships	   can	   affect	  
customer	  satisfaction	  (e.g.	  Bojei	  and	  Alwie,	  2010;	  	  Barksdale	  et	  al.,	  1997).	  First,	  previous	  research	  has	  
indicated	  that	  adoption	  factors	  like	  TAM	  and	  TR	  can	  influence	  the	  level	  of	  customer	  satisfaction	  (see	  
figure	   1).	   Second,	   research	   have	   indicated	   a	   direct	   relationship	   between	   relational	   benefits	   and	  
customer	  satisfaction	  (see	  figure	  1).	  But	  a	  possible	  relationship	  between	  the	  TAM	  and	  TR	  attributes	  
and	  relational	  benefits	  are	  undiscovered,	  hence	  the	  indicated	  research	  gap	  in	  figure	  1.	  	  
Given	  the	  above	  described	  research	  gap,	  it	  is	  of	  interest	  to	  see	  how	  technology	  adoption	  factors	  like	  
TAM	  and	  TR	   can	   influence	   the	   relational	  benefits	  between	  customer	  and	   self-­‐service	   technologies.	  
The	  relevance	  of	  closing	  this	  reseach	  gap	  contributes	  to	  the	  understanding	  of	   the	  role	  of	  relational	  
benefits	  in	  a	  self-­‐service	  technology	  context.	  	  
Therefore,	  the	  problem	  definition	  of	  this	  thesis	  can	  be	  formulated	  as:	  
“	  What	  is	  the	  influence	  of	  	  Technology	  Adoption	  Factors,	  on	  the	  relationship	  benefits	  and	  customer	  
satisfaction	  in	  a	  self-­‐service	  technology	  context?	  	  “	  










Figure	  1:	  Research	  Gap	  
	  
Besides	   the	   indicated	  research	  gap	   in	   figure	  1,	   it’s	  also	  of	   interest	   to	   further	  study	   the	  adoption	  of	  
SST’s	   in	   different	   industry	   contexts.	   The	   most	   common	   industries	   in	   which	   SSTs	   are	   studied	   are:	  
airline	   industries	   (Liljander	   et	   al.,	   2006;	   Gelderman	   et	   al.,	   2011;	   Meuter,	   et	   al.,	   2003),	   Banking	  
industries	  (Lin	  et	  al.,	  2007;	  Curran	  and	  Meuter,	  2005),	  education	  industries	  (Yang	  et	  al.,	  2012;	  Elliott	  
et	  al.,	  2008;	  Liao	  et	  al.,	  2007),	  and	  online-­‐	  stock	  trading	  (Liao,	  Chen	  and	  Yen	  2007;	  Lin	  et	  al.,	  2007).	  
This	   study	   will	   be	   conducted	   in	   the	   Dutch	   telecommunication	   industry.	   Therefore	   extending	   the	  
existing	  research	  body	  of	  SST	  adoption	  to	  investigate	   if	  technology	  adoption	  models	  are	  relevant	  in	  
the	  telecommunication	  industry.	  This	  is	  of	  interest	  as	  the	  telecom	  industry	  can	  be	  regareded	  as	  a	  fast	  
changing	   industry	   due	   to	   the	   development	   in	   smartphones	   and	   network	   technologies.	   Only	   one	  
research	   was	   found	   which	   investigated	   TAM	   in	   an	   Egyptian	   telecommunication	   industry	   context	  
(Salib	   and	   Wahba,	   2005).	   These	   authors,	   investigated	   how	   PU	   and	   PEOU	   influence	   self-­‐service	  
technologies	  for	  two	  major	  telecom	  providers	  in	  the	  Egyptian	  market.	  This	  thesis	  will	  take	  a	  broader	  
perspective	  into	  account;	  besides	  TAM	  this	  thesis	  takes	  into	  account	  the	  Technology	  Readiness	  of	  the	  
customer,	   and	   how	   technology	   adoption	   influence	   the	   perceived	   relational	   benefits	   and	   customer	  










(Chen,	  Chen	  and	  Chen	  2009)	  
(Son	  and	  Han	  2011)	  
(Lin	  and	  Hsieh,	  2007)	  
(Chih-­‐Hung	  Wang	  2012)	  
(Marzo-­‐Navarro,	  Pedraja-­‐Iglesias	  and	  
Rivera-­‐	  Torres	  2004)	  
(Reynolds	  and	  Beatty	  1999)	  
(Yen	  and	  Gwinner	  2003)	  
(Henning-­‐Thurau,	  Gwinner	  and	  
Gremler	  2002)	  
(Vazquez-­‐Carrasco	  and	  Foxall	  2006)	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1.3	   Outline	  of	  the	  thesis	  
In	   this	  chapter	   the	   introduction	  and	  problem	  definition	  of	   this	   thesis	  was	  projected.	  The	  outline	  of	  
the	   thesis	   is	  depicted	  below	  with	  a	   short	  description	  of	  what	   to	   find	   in	  each	  chapter.	  Chapter	   two	  
provides	   an	   overview	   of	   the	   existing	   literature,	   which	   has	   been	   reviewed	   for	   this	   study.	   The	   key	  
themes	  formulated	  in	  the	  problem	  definition	  are	  Technology	  Adoption	  and	  Customer	  Relationships;	  
as	  such,	  the	  literature	  review	  will	  focus	  on	  these	  two	  streams	  of	  literature.	  Chapter	  two	  continues	  by	  
specifying	  the	  research	  questions	  and	  propositions	  as	  a	  derivative	   from	  the	  problem	  definition	  and	  
literature	  review.	  Chapter	  three	  describes	  the	  research	  methodology	  to	  study	  the	  research	  questions	  
and	  propositions	   as	   formulated	   in	   chapter	   two.	   In	   chapter	   four	   the	   results	   are	  presented.	  Chapter	  











Figure	  2:	  Thesis	  outline	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2.	  LITERATURE	  REVIEW	  &	  RESEARCH	  FRAMEWORK	  
2.1	   Defining	  services	  and	  self-­‐services	  
Section	  2.1	  will	  review	  the	  definitions	  of	  (self)-­‐	  services	  and	  the	  classification	  of	  types	  of	  self-­‐services.	  
The	  section	  provides	  that	  defining	  self-­‐services	  can	  take	  several	  angles	  towards	  classifying	  the	  types	  
of	  self-­‐services.	  Consequently	  the	  definitions	  and	  classifications	  presented	  in	  this	  chapter	  are	  	   	  in	  
the	  perspective	  of	  this	  study.	  
2.1.1	  Defining	  a	  service	  
Services	   are	  defined	  differently	   yet	  nearly	   all	   definitions	   carry	   the	   same	  way	  of	   thought.	  Grönroos	  
(2000	  p.	  46)	  defines	   	  a	  service	  as	  “a	  process	  consisting	  of	  a	  series	  intangible	  activities	  that	  normally,	  
but	  not	  necessarily	  always,	  take	  place	  in	  interactions	  between	  the	  customer	  and	  service	  employees	  
and/	  or	  physical	  resources	  or	  goods	  and/	  or	  systems	  of	  the	  service	  provider,	  which	  are	  provided	  as	  
solutions	   to	   customer	   problems.”	   Meyer	   and	   DeTore	   (2001,	   p.	   188)	   have	   defined	   a	   service	   as	  
“activities	  produced	  by	  people,	  processes	  and	  systems	  with	  their	  own	  type	  of	  infrastructure.”	  Kotler	  
(1997,	  p.	  467)	  defines	  a	  service	  as	  “any	  act	  or	  performance	  that	  one	  party	  can	  offer	  to	  another	  that	  is	  
essentially	   intangible	  and	  does	  not	   result	   in	   the	  ownership	  of	  anything.	   Its	  production	  may	  or	  may	  
not	  be	  tied	  to	  a	  physical	  product.”	  The	  mentioned	  definitions	  can	  be	  regarded	  as	  similar	  because	  all	  
take	   into	   account	   the	   intangibility	   of	   a	   service,	   the	   possible	   human	   intervention	   between	   service	  
provider	  and	  client,	  the	  possibility	  that	  it	  can	  be	  tied	  to	  a	  physical	  good,	  and	  that	  the	  service	  consist	  
of	  an	  activity	  or	  task(s).	  As	  the	  underlying	  topic	  of	  this	  study	  is	  the	  interaction	  between	  the	  customer	  
and	  the	  self-­‐service	  technology	  the	  definition	  of	  Grönroos	  (2000,	  p.	  46)	  will	  be	  kept	  in	  mind	  because	  
this	   definition	   makes	   explicit	   that	   a	   service	   can	   be	   an	   interaction	   with	   either	   employee(s)	   or	  
system(s).	  Services	  have,	   in	  general,	   four	  main	  characteristics,	  which	  are	  also	  often	  used	  to	  make	  a	  
distinction	   between	   a	   physical	   good	   and	   a	   service	   (Kotler,	   1997;	   Grönroos,	   2000;	   Zeithaml	   et	   al.,	  
1990).	  These	  characteristics	  of	  a	  service	  can	  be	  classified	  as	  the	  following:	  intangibility,	  inseparability,	  
variability,	  and	  perishability.	  
2.1.2	  Technology	  Self-­‐Services	  defined	  	  
Having	  defined	  services	  and	  the	  key	  characteristics	  of	  a	  service,	  this	  section	  defines	  self-­‐services	  and	  
provides	  a	  classification	  scheme	  based	  on	  the	  relevant	  literature.	  Meuter	  et	  al.	  (2000,	  p	  50)	  defines	  
self-­‐service	   technologies	   as	   “technological	   interfaces	   that	   enable	   customers	   to	   produce	   a	   service	  
independent	  of	  direct	  service-­‐employee	  involvement”.	  It’s	  the	  defintion	  from	  Meuter	  et	  al.	  (2000,	  p	  
50)	  which	  is	  often	  used	  by	  scholars	  for	  defining	  self-­‐service	  technologies	  (e.g	  Gelderman	  et	  al.,	  2011;	  
Lin	   and	   Chang,	   2011).	   Examples	   of	   self-­‐services	   are	   self-­‐scanning	   possibilities,	   internet	   banking,	  
airline	   check-­‐ins	   via	   the	   internet	   or	   ATM’s	   (Gelderman	   et	   al.,	   2011).	   However,	   despite	   that	   the	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defintion	   implies	   no	   direct-­‐employee	   involvement	   some	   services	   do	   offer	   a	   self-­‐service	   offering	   in	  
combination	  with	  a	  personal	   service.	  An	  example	  mentioned	  by	  Castro	  et	   al.	   (2010)	   is	   that	   airport	  
travels	  might	  use	  a	   kiosk	   to	   check-­‐in	   for	   their	   flight,	  but	   interact	  with	   the	   staff	  of	   an	  airline	  at	   the	  
baggage	  drop-­‐off.	  One	  could	  argue	  that	  this	  example	  is	  not	  in	  contradication	  with	  the	  defintion	  of	  a	  
self-­‐service	  as	  you	  can	  regard	  the	  check-­‐in	  and	  baggage	  drop-­‐off	  as	  a	  separate	  services	  of	  the	  overall	  
service	  delivery	  of	  flying.	  This	  way	  of	  thinking	  is	  in	  line	  with	  the	  definition	  	  that	  a	  service	  can	  consist	  
of	  a	  set	  of	  stages	  of	  intangible	  activities.	  	  
An	  important	  distinction	  which	  is	  made	  in	  service	  technologies	  is	  the	  difference	  between	  self-­‐services	  
and	   delivered	   services.	   A	   delivered	   service	   can	   be	   seen	   as	   an	   outcome	   product	   of	   a	   service	   for	  
example	  E-­‐learning	  or	  remote	  repair	  services.	  In	  these	  kinds	  of	  services	  the	  service	  provider	  takes	  an	  
active	  role	  in	  the	  service	  delivery.	  In	  contrast,	  self-­‐services	  are	  (more)	  process	  oriented.	  	  
The	  customer	  takes	  often	  an	  active	  role	  in	  the	  service	  production	  and	  represents	  in	  a	  co-­‐production	  
between	  the	  customer	  and	  a	  company.	  The	  differences	  between	  self-­‐services	  and	  delivered	  services	  
are	  summarized	  in	  table	  1.	  
	   Self-­‐	  Services	   Delivered	  Services	  
Active	  part	  in	  the	  service	  production	   Customer	   Provider	  (or	  both)	  
Type	  of	  customer	  participation	   Customer	  co-­‐production	   Customer	  co-­‐creation	  
Degree	  of	  customer/provider	  interactivity	   Low	   High	  
Simultaneity	  of	  provider	  and	  customer	  in	  the	  
service	  production	  
No	   Yes	  
Possibility	  of	  automating	   Yes	   No	  
Storability	   No	   Yes	  
Degree	  of	  individualization	   Standardized	   Customized	  
Counterpart	  on	  the	  provider	  side	  	   Systems	   Persons	  
Complexity	   Low	   High	  
Table	  1:	  Differences	  between	  Self-­‐Service	  &	  Delivered	  Services.	  	  
Source:	  (Schumann	  et	  al.,	  2012	  pp.	  135)	  	  
Besides	  the	  distinction	  between	  self-­‐services	  and	  delivered	  services,	  self-­‐services	  can	  be	  subdivided	  
in	  self-­‐services	  which	  are	  provider	  based	  and	  self-­‐services	  which	  are	  customer	  based	  (Schumann	  et	  
al.,	  2012).	  The	  difference	  between	   the	   two	   types	  are:	   that	  provider	  based	  self-­‐services	  are	   located	  
based	  on	  provider	  decisions	  (e.g	  ATM,	  airline	  kiosks)	  subsequently	  customer	  based	  self-­‐services	  are	  
accessed	  by	  locations	  chosen	  by	  the	  customer	  (e.g.	  mobile	  device,	  computer).	  Figure	  3	  illustrates	  this	  
sub-­‐classification.	  









Figure	  3:	  Classification	  Self-­‐services	  
Source:	  (Schumann	  et	  al.,	  2012	  p.	  136)	  
Meuter	  et	  al.	  (2000)	  made	  another	  classification.	  The	  authors	  built	  a	  classification	  scheme	  based	  on	  
the	  interface	  the	  customer	  is	  using	  (e.g.	  Online/Internet	  or	  Interactive	  kiosks)	  and	  the	  purpose	  of	  the	  
self-­‐service	  (e.g.	  self-­‐help).	  In	  contrast	  to	  the	  classification	  of	  Schumann	  et	  al.	  (2012)	  the	  classification	  
of	  Meuter	  et	  al.	  (2000)	  takes	  the	  perspective	  of	  how	  the	  consumer	  uses	  the	  self-­‐service	  rather	  than	  
from	  a	  perspective	  of	  the	  physical	  location	  of	  the	  self-­‐service.	  Table	  2	  illustrates	  the	  model	  of	  Meuter	  
et	  al.	  (2000).	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   Internet	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Table	  2:	  Self-­‐service	  Classification:	  Interface	  versus	  Purpose	  
Source:	  (Meuter	  et	  al.,	  2000)	  
Based	  on	  the	  described	  classification	  schemes,	  this	  thesis	  focuses	  on	  a	  customer-­‐based	  self-­‐service	  
and	  with	  the	  purpose	  of	  Customer	  Service	  and	  Transactions	  through	  an	  Online/Internet	  Interface.	  As	  
such,	  theses	  takes	  into	  account	  both	  the	  model	  of	  Meuter	  et	  al.	  (2000)	  and	  Schumann	  et	  al.	  (2012).	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2.2	   Technology	  Adoption	  Models	  
The	  following	  paragraph	  focuses	  on	  several	  technology	  adoption	  models	  presented	  by	  the	  literature.	  
First,	  a	  brief	  definition	  of	  technology	  adoption	  models	  is	  given;	  second,	  this	  section	  presents	  different	  
models	   to	   explain	   the	   adoption	   of	   new	   technologies.	   Thirdly,	   a	   discussion	   is	   provided	   on	   the	  
limitations	  of	  the	  different	  models.	  	  
2.2.1	  The	  Technology	  Adoption	  Model	  (TAM)	  
Since	   the	   upswing	   of	   (consumer)	   technology	   in	   the	   last	   decades,	   consumers	   are	   more	   and	   more	  
dependent	   on	   technology;	   as	   such	   the	   research	   in	   the	   field	   of	   the	   adoption	   of	   these	   new	  
technologies	   has	   been	   growing	   as	   well.	   One	   important	   research	   stream	   has	   focused	   on	   the	  
determinants	  of	  the	  consumer	  acceptance	  of	  these	  new	  consumer	  technologies.	  Adoption	  has	  been	  
defined	  as	  an	  individual’s	  decision	  to	  become	  a	  regular	  user	  of	  a	  product	  (Kotler,	  1991).	  	  
There	  are	  several	  models	  researched	  and	  supported	  but	  the	  model	  of	  Davis	  (1989)	  has	  been	  widely	  
accepted.	  The	  Technology	  adoption	  Model	  or	  in	  short:	  Fishbein	  and	  Ajzen	  (adapted	  from	  Davis,	  1989)	  
have	  grounded	  TAM	  in	  the	  Theory	  of	  Reasoned	  Action	  (TRA).	  The	  model	  has,	  after	   its	   introduction,	  
been	   applied	   by	   many	   other	   researchers	   indicating	   its	   generalization	   power	   (e.g.	   Venkatesh	   and	  
Davis,	   2000;	  Ho	  and	  Ko,	  2008;	  Dabholkar	   and	  Bagozzi,	   2002;	   Lu	  et	   al.,	   2009).	   Figure	  3	  displays	   the	  




	   	  
Figure	  3:	  Technology	  Acceptance	  Model	  (TAM)	  
Source:	  (Davis	  et	  al.,	  1989)	  
The	   initial	   TAM	   model	   of	   Davis	   (1989)	   consists	   of	   two	   variables	   explaining	   the	   adoption	   of	   new	  
technologies:	  “perceived	  usefulness	  (PU)”	  and	  “perceived	  ease	  of	  use	  (PEOU)”.	  PU	  can	  be	  defined	  as	  
the	   extent	   to	   which	   a	   person	   beliefs	   that	   a	   certain	   product	   or	   system	   will	   increase	   his/her	  
performance	  in	  life.	  PEOU	  refers	  to	  the	  extent	  a	  person	  believes	  that	  a	  certain	  product	  or	  system	  will	  
be	   free	  of	  effort	   to	  use.	  This	  suggests	   that	   the	  underlying	  reasoning	  behind	  the	  TAM	   is	   that	  new	  a	  
technology	  is	  easier	  to	  use	  and	  contributes	  to	  the	  goals	  of	  a	  person	  and	  the	  technology	  is	  therefore	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The	  TAM	  was	  developed	  to	  predict	   the	  usage	  of	   information	  systems	   in	  a	  workplace	  setting.	   It	  has	  
been	  regarded	  also	  to	  be	  able	  to	  predict	  usage	  for	  other	  technologies	  (Gefen	  et	  al.,	  2003;	  Walczuch	  
et	  al.,	  2007)	  and	   therefore	   logical	   that	   researchers	  have	   tried	  also	   to	  apply	   it	   to	   the	  acceptance	  of	  
SSTs.	   In	   reviewing	   the	  SST	   literature,	   several	   researchers	  have	  extended	   the	  model	  with	  additional	  
aspects	  like	  trust,	  perceived	  risk	  or	  social	  influence	  (e.g.	  Curran	  and	  Meuter,	  2005;	  Gefen	  et	  al.,	  2003;	  
Lu	   et	   al.,	   2009;	   Malhotra	   and	   Galletta,	   1999).	   As	   stated,	   the	   TAM	  model	   has	   been	   originated	   to	  
predict	   the	  usage	  of	   information	  systems	   in	  a	  workplace	   setting.	  Other	   researchers	  have	   therefore	  
urged	   that	   TAM	   is	   somewhat	   inadequate	   to	   fully	   explain	   customers’	   technology	   adoption;	   and	  
therefore	   it	   has	   been	   argued	   that	   the	   TAM	   model	   requires	   to	   be	   extended	   so	   it	   can	   be	   applied	  
towards	  different	  technologies,	  users	  or	  organizational	  contexts	  (Lin	  et	  al.,	  2007).	  Moreover,	  this	  has	  
also	  been	   acknowledged	  by	  Davis	   (1989,	   p.	   334):	   “future	   research	   is	   needed	   to	   address	   how	  other	  
variables	   relate	  to	  usefulness,	  ease	  of	  use,	  and	  acceptance”.	  As	  a	  result,	   several	  other	  studies	  have	  
attempted	   to	  extend	   the	  original	   TAM	  model	  with	  new	  variables	  or	   aspects	   in	   the	   context	  of	   self-­‐
service	   technologies.	  Gefen	  et	   al.	   (2003)	   showed	   that,	   in	   addition	   to	   the	  TAM	  dimensions,	   trust	   in	  
online	  shopping	  was	  significantly	  related	  to	  the	  usage	  of	  E-­‐commerce	  websites.	  Furthermore,	  Curran	  
and	  Meuter	   (2005)	   found	   that	   the	   adoption	   in	   an	   online	   banking	   context	  was,	   to	   a	   larger	   extent,	  
explained	  by	  consumers’	  perceptions	  of	  risk,	  than	  by	  PU	  or	  PEOU.	  Besides	  trust	  and	  perceived	  risk,	  
social	   influence	   has	   been	   revealed	   as	   an	   important	   role	   in	   determining	   the	   acceptance	   and	   usage	  
behavior	  of	  new	  adopters	  as	  well.	  Malhotra	  and	  Galletta	  (1999)	  used	  the	  social	  influence	  concept	  of	  
Kelman’	   behavior	   processes	   (compliance,	   identification	   and	   internalization2)	   in	   TAM	   and	   found	  
support	   that	   social	   influence	   processes	   relate	   to	   the	   willingness	   or	   attitude	   to	   adopt	   new	  
technologies.	  According	  to	  Bobbit	  and	  Dabholkar	  (2001)	  the	  adoption	  of	  self-­‐services	  is	  influenced	  by	  
the	  attitude	  of	   the	  user,	  broadly	  consisting	  out	  of	   the	  adoption	  of	   the	  self-­‐service	  concept	  and	  the	  
adoption	   of	   the	   technology.	   Bobbit	   and	   Dabholkar	   (2001)	   argue	   that	   the	   attitude	   towards	   self-­‐
services	  could	  be	  resistant	  irrespective	  of	  the	  technology	  involved.	  This	  could	  potentially	  explain	  the	  
contradicting	   findings	   of	   Curran	   and	   Meuter	   (2005)	   and	   Gefen	   et	   al.	   (2003)	   that	   trust	   and	   the	  
perceived	   risk	   might	   be	   stronger	   influencers	   for	   technology	   adoption	   than	   the	   technology	  
characteristics:	  PU	  and	  PEOU.	  	  
Besides	   that	   researchers	   have	   extended	   the	   TAM	   model,	   other	   researchers	   have	   seek	   to	   explain	  
adoption	   of	   SST	   independent	   of	   the	   TAM,	   also	   arguing	   that	   solely	   the	   TAM	   could	   not	   explain	   the	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2	  Compliance:	  “when	  an	  individual	  adopts	  the	  induced	  behavior	  not	  because	  she	  believes	  in	  its	  content	  but	  with	  the	  expectation	  of	  gaining	  
rewards	  or	  avoiding	  punishments”	  
Identification:	  “when	  and	  individual	  accepts	  influence	  because	  she	  wants	  to	  establish	  or	  maintain	  a	  satisfying	  self-­‐defining	  relationship	  to	  
another	  person	  or	  group”	  
Internalization:	  “	  when	  an	  individual	  accepts	  influence	  because	  it	  is	  congruent	  with	  her	  value	  system.	  (Malhotra	  and	  Galletta	  1999	  p3.)	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adoption	   of	   SSTs.	   Lu	   et	   al.	   (2009)	   found	  based	  on	   a	   research	   among	   Taiwanese	   airline	   passengers	  
that	  the	  external	  stimuli:	  perceived	  risk,	  perceived	  service	  quality,	  perceived	  behavioral	  control	  and	  
need	  of	  service,	  explain	  the	  passenger’	  behavioral	  intention	  to	  use	  check-­‐in	  kiosks.	  Gelderman	  et	  al.	  
(2011)	   investigated	   the	   effect	   of	   situational	   factors	   on	   the	   use	   of	   self-­‐services.	   They	   found	   when	  
passengers	   in	   a	   European	   airport	   have	   the	   choice	   between	   choosing	   self-­‐services	   or	   interpersonal	  
service	  that	  role	  clarity,	  perceived	  crowdedness	  and	  the	  need	  for	  interactions,	  play	  an	  important	  role	  
on	   the	   use	   of	   self-­‐services.	   Finally,	   several	   authors	   have	   challenged	   the	   TAM	   on	   it’s	   absence	   of	  
personality	  traits	  (Lin	  and	  Chang,	  2011;	  Moon	  and	  Kim,	  2001).	  Moon	  and	  Kim	  (2001),	  extended	  the	  
TAM	  with	   the	  personality	   trait	   perceived	  playfulness	   as	   a	  motivational	   factor	   to	   adopt	   the	  WWW.	  
They	  found	  that	  perceived	  playfulness	  was	  a	  more	  powerful	  predictor	  towards	  attitude	  to	  use	  than	  
PU.	  Furthermore	  Dabholkar	  and	  Bagozzi	  (2002)	  found	  that	  personality	  traits	  like	  self-­‐efficacy,	  novelty	  
seeking,	  need	  for	  interaction,	  and	  self-­‐consciousness	  had	  a	  moderating	  effect	  between	  PEOU	  and	  the	  
intention	  to	  use	  self-­‐services.	  	  
In	   summary,	   TAM	  has	  been	  applied	   in	  many	   studies,	  of	  which	  many	   found	   support	   for	   the	  model.	  	  
Researchers	   also	   have	   found	   support	   for	   extending	   the	   TAM	  model	   with	   additional	   variables	   like:	  
perceived	   risk,	   trust,	   and	   playfulness.	   Despite	   that	   researchers	   have	   extended	   the	   original	   TAM	  
model	   with	   the	   aforementioned	   variables	   the	   original	   dimensions	   of	   PU	   and	   PEOU	   remained	  
relevant.	  Consequently,	  arguing	  that	  the	  original	  dimensions	  of	  the	  TAM	  seem	  to	  be	  solid	  variables	  to	  
explain	  technology	  adoption.	  In	  addition,	  studies	  have	  sought	  to	  explain	  the	  adoption	  of	  self-­‐service	  
technologies	   completely	   outside	   the	   TAM	   model	   as	   it	   would	   not	   explain	   factors	   like	   situational,	  
external	   stimuli	   or	   personality	   traits.	   In	   the	   next	   section	   a	   second	   adoption	   model	   is	   introduced:	  
Technology	  Readiness	  Model	  (TRI),	  which	  has	  been	  proposed	  to	  by	  Parasuraman	  (2000)	  as	  a	  strong	  
alternative	   model	   for	   explaining	   the	   adoption	   of	   technologies.	   The	   model	   also	   fills	   the	   indicated	  
shortcomings	  of	  the	  TAM	  model	  by	  including	  personality	  traits.	  	  
2.2.2	  	  Technology	  Readiness	  (TR)	  Model	  
Parasuraman	  (2000,	  p.308)	  defines	  Technology	  Readiness	   (TR)	  as	  “	  people’s	  propensity	   to	  embrace	  
and	  use	  new	  technologies	  for	  accomplishing	  goals	  in	  home	  life	  and	  work”.	  The	  Technology	  Readiness	  
framework	   consists	   of	   four	   dimensions	   of	   which	   two	   dimensions	   harbor	   positive	   feelings	   or	  
motivates	  the	  adoption	  of	  new	  technologies	  and	  two	  dimensions	  which	  harbor	  negative	  feelings	  or	  
inhibits	   the	   adoption.	   	   The	   identified	   dimensions	   of	   Parasuraman	   (2000)	   are	   optimism	   and	  
innovativeness	   as	   contributors	   towards	   positive	   feelings	   and	   discomfort	   and	   insecurity	   as	  
contributors	   towards	   the	   negative	   feeling.	   The	   research	   from	   Parasuraman	   (2000)	   empirically	  
supports	   that	   the	   extent	   of	   these	   four	   dimensions	  determines	   the	  predisposition	  of	   people	   to	   use	  
technology.	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Based	  on	  Parasuraman	  (2000),	   Tsikriktsis	  (2004)	  and	  Son	  and	  Han	  (2011)	  the	  four	  dimensions	  are	  
explained:	  
Optimism	  
Defined	   as	   a	   “positive	   view	   of	   technology	   and	   a	   belief	   that	   it	   offers	   people	   increased	   control,	  
flexibility,	  and	  efficiency	  in	  their	  lives”.	  	  This	  dimension	  captures	  that	  technology	  in	  general	  is	  a	  good	  
thing.	  	  Some	  examples	  that	  are	  part	  of	  the	  optimism	  dimension	  are:	  
• People	   like	   using	   a	   computer	   for	   doing	   business	   as	   it	   does	   not	   limit	   the	   user	   to	   regular	  
opening	  hours;	  
• Technology	  provides	  more	  control	  in	  daily	  live	  activities;	  
• Technology	  makes	  people	  activities	  more	  efficient.	  
Innovativeness	  	  
Innovativeness	   is	   the	  “tendency	   to	  be	  a	   technology	  pioneer	  and	   thought	   leader”.	   It’s	   the	  extent	   in	  
which	  a	  person	  believes	   that	  he	  or	   she	   is	   trying	  new	   technology	  products	  or	   services.	   People	  who	  
have	   high	   levels	   of	   innovativeness	   are	   considered	   to	   be	   opinion	   leaders	   on	   technology-­‐	   related	  
issues.	  Some	  examples	  that	  are	  part	  of	  the	  innovativeness	  dimension	  are:	  
• People	  can	  use	  the	  new	  technology	  without	  help	  of	  others;	  
• People	   who	   are	   front-­‐runners	   who	   adopt	   the	   latest	   technologies.	   People	   use	   these	   new	  
services	  or	  products	  as	  first	  before	  others	  in	  your	  personal	  environment.	  
Discomfort	  
Defined	  as	  “a	  perceived	  lack	  of	  control	  over	  technology	  and	  a	  feeling	  of	  being	  overwhelmed	  by	   it”.	  
Discomfort	  refers	  to	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  people	  have	  a	  general	  fear	  to	  use	  the	  technology	  and	  they	  
require	   a	   need	   to	   have	   control	   over	   its	   use.	   	   Some	   examples	   that	   are	   part	   of	   the	   discomfort	  
dimension	  are:	  
• People	  have	  the	  feeling	  that	  the	  technology	  has	  not	  been	  designed	  for	  “normal”	  people;	  
• When	  people	  explain	  the	  new	  service	  or	  product	  you	  feel	  you	  do	  not	  understand	  what	   it	   is	  
about	  and	  that	  the	  person	  who	  provides	  the	  explanation	  takes	  advantage	  of	  you	  because	  of	  
his	  higher	  level	  of	  knowledge	  about	  the	  system	  or	  product.	  
Insecurity	  
Insecurity	   can	   be	   defined	   as	   “distrust	   of	   technology	   and	   skepticism	   about	   its	   ability	   to	   work	  
properly”.	  Insecurity	  focuses	  on	  the	  aspect	  of	  the	  transaction	  of	  the	  technology	  rather	  than	  the	  lack	  
of	  control	  as	  in	  the	  discomfort	  dimension.	  The	  consequence	  can	  be	  that	  users	  become	  suspicious	  of	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new	   functions	   and	   are	   less	  willing	   to	   accept	   them.	   Some	   examples	   that	   are	   part	   of	   the	   insecurity	  
dimension	  are:	  
• People	  who	  do	  not	  like	  to	  do	  business	  with	  a	  firm	  which	  only	  offer	  online	  services;	  
• People	  who	  are	  insecure	  if	  the	  transaction	  will	  be	  successful	  when	  placed	  over	  a	  machine	  or	  
Internet	  service.	  
The	  TRI	  framework	  has	  been	  developed	  in	  a	  technology-­‐based	  service	  setting	  by	  Parasuraman	  (2000)	  
therefore	   arguing	   for	   empirical	   evidence	   that	   the	   dimensions	   of	   innovativeness,	   optimism,	  
discomfort	   and	   insecurity	   are	   relevant	   adoption	   factors	   in	   a	   self-­‐service	   technology	   context.	   After	  
Parasuraman	  (2000)	  several	  other	  authors	  have	  applied	  the	  TR	  framework	  to	  extend	  his	  research.	  Lin	  
and	  Hsieh	  (2007)	  studied	  the	  effect	  of	  TR	  on	  customer	  satisfaction	  and	  behavioral	  intentions	  in	  case	  
customers	   use	   SSTs.	   	   Their	   results	   indicate	   that	   TR	   is	   in	   an	   important	   driver	   of	   satisfaction	   in	   self-­‐
services,	  meaning	  that	  higher	  levels	  of	  TR	  result	  in	  higher	  levels	  of	  satisfaction	  with	  the	  self-­‐service.	  	  
Besides	  supportive	  studies,	  some	  studies	  have	  indicated	  that	  the	  TR	  model	  is	  less	  supportive	  in	  a	  SST	  
context	   (e.g.	   Gelderman	   et	   al.,	   2011;	   Liljander	   et	   al.,	   2006).	   Gelderman	   et	   al.,	   (2011),	   studied	   the	  
effects	  of	  	  TR	  	  of	  customer’	  willingness	  to	  use	  airline	  check-­‐in	  self-­‐services.	  They	  found	  that	  TR	  had	  a	  
positive	   effect	   on	   the	   attitude	   of	   the	   customer	   towards	   using	   SSTs	   for	   airline	   check-­‐in,	   yet	   the	  
explanation	   power	   was	   only	   limited.	   Optimism	   was	   found	   to	   be	   associated	   most	   with	   customer	  
willingness	  to	  use	  SSTs	  	  while	  Innovativeness	  contributed	  to	  a	  lower	  extent	  towards	  using	  SSTs.	  This	  
could	   be	   explained	   because	   airline	   check-­‐ins	   can	   be	   regarded	   as	   not	   really	   being	   innovative	   but	  
rather	  could	  be	  seen	  as	  an	  incremental	  innovation;	  as	  service	  kiosk	  have	  existed	  for	  a	  long	  time	  (e.g.	  
ATMs)	   (Liljander	  et	  al.,	  2006).	  Moreover,	  Liljander	  et	  al.	   (2006)	  also	  applied	  TR	   in	  a	  airline	  check-­‐in	  
self-­‐service	  context.	  They	  studied	  the	  effect	  of	  TR	  and	  situational	  factors	  on	  the	  usage	  of	  SST	  versus	  
interpersonal	  service.	  The	  results	  indicate	  that	  also	  in	  this	  study,	  the	  TR	  dimensions	  seem	  to	  have	  no	  
significant	   influence	   on	   the	   customer	   descision	   to	   use	   SSTs.	   Both	   studies	   argue	   that	   a	   possible	  
explanation	  for	  the	  non-­‐supportive	  results	  are	  that	  the	  TR	  dimensions	  capture	  the	  general	  believes	  
on	  the	   individual	  dimensions	  rather	   than	  domain	  specific	  ones.	  Another	  possible	  explanation	  could	  
be	  that	  the	  insignificance	  of	  TR	  can	  be	  explained	  by	  the	  nature	  of	  the	  service	  which	  was	  the	  subject	  
of	   these	   studies.	   Online	   check-­‐in	   are	   transaction	   based	   services	   (see	   also	   table	   2)	   (Meuter	   et	   al.,	  
2000)	   in	  which	  the	  consumer	  might	  feel	  that	  the	  check-­‐in	   in	   itself	   is	  not	  a	  service	  but	  a	  mandatory	  
activity	   of	   the	   service	   of	   flying.	   One	   could	   argue	   that	   when	   an	   airline	   decides	   that	   that	   check-­‐in	  
activity	  is	  completely	  removed	  that	  the	  consumer	  won’t	  feel	  that	  a	  service	  element	  is	  missing.	  	  
Based	  on	  the	  existing	  and	  extended	  studies	  in	  TR,	  it	  seems	  it’s	  hard	  to	  judge	  if	  the	  TR	  framework	  is	  of	  
relevance	  to	  predict	  the	  adoption	  of	  self-­‐service	  technologies	  as	  both	  supportive	  and	  non-­‐supportive	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evidence	  have	  been	  found.	   It’s	   important	   that	  conclusions	  are	  drawn	  with	  care	  as	  Schumann	  et	  al.	  
(2012)	  and	  Verhoef	  et	  al.	  (2009)	  both	  argue	  that	  more	  research	  and	  insights	  need	  to	  be	  created	  with	  
respect	   to	   TR	   and	   self-­‐services.	   Despite	   the	   earlier	   contradicting	   findings	   there	   are	   several	   studies	  
providing	  evidence	  that	  TAM	  and	  TR	  are	  interrelated	  and,	  when	  combined,	  in	  one	  framework	  provide	  
a	  better	  explanation	  towards	  the	  adoption	  of	  self-­‐service	  technologies.	  This	  combination	  of	  TR	  and	  
TAM	  is	  discussed	  in	  the	  next	  section.	  	  
2.2.3	  	  TRAM	  an	  integrated	  TAM	  and	  TR	  Framework	  
The	   Technology	   Readiness	   (TR)	   and	   Technology	   Acceptance	   Model	   (TAM)	   frameworks	   have	   been	  
combined	   and	   suggested	   to	   be	   interrelated	   by	   several	   academics	   (Lin	   et	   al.,	   2007;	   Lin	   and	   Chang,	  
2011;	   Chen	   et	   al.,	   2009;	   Walczuch	   et	   al.,	   2007).	   The	   motivation	   to	   combine	   the	   TR	   and	   TAM	  
frameworks	  is	  derived	  from	  that	  TAM	  would	  not	  fully	  explain	  the	  adoption	  of	  new	  technologies;	  as	  it	  
would	   not	   take	   into	   account	   the	   individual	   indifferences	   or	   personality	   traits	   consumers	   have	  
towards	  technology	  (Lin	  et	  al.,	  2007;	  Lin	  and	  Chang,	  2011).	  Lin	  et	  al.	  (2007)	  mention	  that	  TAM	  takes	  a	  
system-­‐specific	  perspective	  while	  TR	  takes	  the	  perspective	  of	  technology	  beliefs	  (individual-­‐specific).	  
Lin	  et	  al.	   (2007)	   reasoned	  that	  TAM	  would	  better	  predict	   intentions	   to	  adopt	   technologies	   through	  
perceived	   ease	   of	   use	   (PEOU)	   and	   perceived	   usefulness	   (PU),	   while	   TR	   could	   account	   for	   the	  
individual	  indifferences	  missing	  in	  the	  TAM	  framework.	  As	  a	  result,	  in	  their	  study	  they	  developed	  the	  
TRAM	   framework	   combining	   the	   TR	   dimensions	   with	   PEOU	   and	   PU	   (TAM)	   and	   studied	   the	   use	  
intention	  in	  an	  online	  stock	  trading	  system.	  The	  results	   indicated	  that	  the	  TR	  dimensions	  are	  causal	  
antecendants	   of	   PEOU	   and	   PU.	   Furthermore,	   Lin	   et	   al.	   (2007)	   concluded	   their	   research	   that	   the	  
combination	  of	  TR	  and	  TAM	  has	  more	  explanation	  power	  of	  usage	  than	  the	  individual	  frameworks	  on	  
itself.	  Another	  study	  by	  Walczuch	  et	  al.	  (2007)	  also	  argued	  that	  the	  adoption	  of	  technologies	  depends	  
on	   the	  personality	   traits	  of	   the	  user	  and	  used	   the	  TR	   framework	  as	  an	  antecendant	   for	  TAM.	  They	  
found	  strong	  evidence	  that	  personality	  characteristics,	  as	  defined	  by	  TR,	  had	  a	  significant	  effect	  on	  
TAM.	   Optimism	   contributed	   most	   and	   was	   positively	   related	   with	   both	   PEOU	   and	   PU.	   	   While	  
insecurity	  had	  a	  negative	  impact	  on	  the	  two	  TAM	  variables.	  Furthermore,	  innovativeness	  was	  found	  
to	   relate	  negatively	   towards	  PU.	   Finally,	   discomfort	  had	  a	  negative	   impact	  on	  PEOU.	  Also	   Son	  and	  
Han	  (2011)	  applied,	  in	  a	  Belgium	  financial	  servcie	  provider,	  	  the	  TRAM	  model	  to	  investigate	  how	  the	  
TR	  dimensions	  influence	  PEOU	  and	  PU.	  They	  found	  that	  optimism	  had	  the	  strongest	  impact	  on	  PEOU	  
and	  PU.	  Innovativeness	  was	  found	  to	  influence	  PU	  negatively.	  The	  authors	  provided	  that	  innovative	  
people	   might	   be	   critical	   towards	   technologies	   as	   these	   people	   are	   more	   aware	   of	   the	   latest	   and	  
newest	   technologies.	  This	  negative	   relationship	  between	   Innovativeness	  and	  PU	  was	  also	   found	  by	  
Walczuch	  et	   al.	   (2007).	  As	  predicted	  by	  Son	  and	  Han	   (2011)	  discomfort	  had	  no	  effect	  on	  PU	  but	  a	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negative	  impact	  on	  PEOU.	  Finally,	  Son	  and	  Han	  (2011)	  hypothized	  that	  insecure	  people	  would	  have	  a	  
negative	  stance	  towards	  PEOU	  and	  PU.	  Evidence	  was	  found	  that	  this	  was	  indeed	  the	  case.	  	  
Aforementioned	   TRAM	   models	   positioned	   TR	   as	   a	   causal	   antecendant	   of	   TAM	   and	   TAM	   as	   an	  
antecedant	  of	   technology	  adoption	  (TR	  	  TAM	  	  Technology	  Adoption).	  Besides	   investigating	  the	  
causal	  relationship	  between	  TR	  and	  TAM,	  researchers	  have	  also	  investigated	  that	  TR	  and	  TAM	  can	  be	  
both	  antecedants	  of	  technology	  adoption.	  Lin	  and	  Chang	  (2011)	  analysed	  this	  direct	  relationship	  of	  
TR	  and	  TAM	  towards	  SST	  adoption.	  Their	  results	  indicated	  that	  both	  TAM	  and	  TR	  can	  have	  a	  positive	  
association	   with	   SST	   adoption.	   That	   TAM	   and	   also	   TR	   can	   have	   a	   direct	   relationship	   towards	   the	  
adoption	  of	  SST	  has	  been	  found	  to	  be	  supportive	  by	  more	  researchers	  (e.g.	  Parasuraman,	  2000;	  Lin	  
and	  Hsieh,	  2007;	  Yang	  et	  al.,	  2012).	  Lin	  and	  Hsieh	  (2007)	  found	  based	  on	  their	  research	  with	  SSTs	  in	  
the	   railway,	   airline,	   subway	   and	   stock	   exchange	   industry,	   that	   all	   TR	   dimensions	   had	   a	   positive	  
influence	  on	  the	  intention	  to	  use.	  Similar	  results	  were	  found	  by	  Yang	  et	  al.	  (2012)	  with	  self-­‐scanning	  
check-­‐outs	  in	  grocery	  stores.	  Their	  results	  indicate	  that	  consumers	  with	  higher	  levels	  of	  TR	  are	  more	  
likely	  to	  adopt	  SSTs.	  	  But	  Yang	  et	  al.	  (2012)	  reasoned	  that,	  in	  accordance	  with	  Lin	  et	  al.	  (2007),	  that	  TR	  
has	   no	   direct	   impact	   on	   SST	   usage,	   but	   only	   with	   an	   indirect	   effect	   through	   PEOU	   and	   PU.	   In	  
summary,	   although	   some	   evidence	   has	   been	   reported	   that	   both	   TR	   and	   TAM	   can	   be	   causal	  
antecendants	  of	  technology	  adoption,	  the	  previous	  reported	  support	  is	  not	  very	  strong.	  	  
The	  findings	  of	  the	  literature	  review	  indicate	  that	  researchers	  have	  attempted	  to	  extend	  the	  orginal	  
TAM	   model	   to	   complement	   its	   shortcoming	   of	   personality	   traits.	   Several	   studies	   have	   done	   this	  
through	   the	   addition	   of	   TR	   in	   their	   research	   models,	   by	   this,	   including	   the	   individual	   specific	  
perspective	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  system-­‐specific	  perspective	  of	  TAM.	  The	  literature	  findings	  suggest	  that	  
TR	   can	   be	   positioned	   both	   as	   an	   antecedent	   of	   TAM	   (TRAM)	   or	   as	   an	   antecendent	   of	   technology	  
adoption.	   	  But	  for	  the	  latter,	   lesser	  support	  has	  been	  found	  in	  the	  literature.	  As	  TRAM	  includes	  the	  
individual	   specific	   and	   system	   specific	   perspective	   of	   technology	   adoption,	   and	   more	   supportive	  
literature	  was	  found	  for	  a	  causal	  relationship	  between	  TR	  and	  TAM	  this	  thesis	  will	  use	  TRAM	  as	  the	  
framework	  for	  technology	  adoption	  factors.	  	  	  	  
2.3	   Customer	  Relationship	  
2.3.1	  Introduction	  to	  Relationship	  Marketing	  
Relationship	   Marketing	   (RM)	   is	   often	   discussed	   as	   a	   relational	   exchange	   between	   customer	   and	  
service	  provider	  rather	  than	  a	  transactional	  exchange	  (Grönroos,	  2000).	  In	  general,	  researchers	  agree	  
on	   the	  shift	   from	  short-­‐term	  transactions	   to	  a	  more	   long-­‐term	  relations	  perspective	   (e.g.	  Grönroos	  
,2000;	   Kotler,	   1991;	  Morgan	   and	  Hunt,	   1994)	   as	   it	   has	   been	  demonstrated	   that	   there	   is	   a	   positive	  
association	   between	   RM	   and	   business	   performance	   (e.g.	   Palmatier	   and	   Gopalakrishna,	   2005).	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Morgan	   and	   Hunt	   (1994)	   made	   a	   distinction	   between	   the	   transactional	   exchange	   and	   relational	  
exchange	  that	  a	  “discrete	  transaction	  has	  a	  distinct	  beginning,	  short	  duration,	  and	  sharp	  ending	  by	  
performance”	   and	   relational	   exchange	  which	   has	   “traces	   to	   previous	   agreements	   and	   is	   of	   longer	  
duration	  reflecting	  an	  ongoing	  process”	  (Morgan	  and	  Hunt,	  1994	  p.	  21).	  The	  importance	  of	  RM	  in	  the	  
service	   industry	  has	  been	  acknowledged	  by	  many	  scholars	  (Grönroos,	  2000;	  Kotler,	  1991;	  Bojei	  and	  
Alwie,	  2010;	  Wilson,	  1995).	  This	   is	  also	  more	  or	   less	  evident	  by	  the	  fact	  that	  RM	  was	   introduced	  in	  
the	   service	   marketing	   literature	   (Grönroos,	   2000).	   Furthermore	   Bejou	   (1997)	   even	   argued	   that	  
transactional	  exchange	  may	  not	  even	  apply	   to	   services,	  and	   that	   service	  providers	   should	   focus	  on	  
establishing	  the	  relational	  exhange.	  The	  argued	  importance	  of	  RM	  in	  the	  service	  industry	  stems	  from	  
the	  intangible	  nature	  of	  a	  service;	  as	   it’s	  difficult	  for	  consumers	  to	  evaluate	  a	  service	  visually	  (Bojei	  
and	  Alwie,	  2010).	  	  	  
Despite	  the	  absence	  of	  service	  employees	  in	  SSTs,	  relationship	  marketing	  has	  been	  acknowledged	  to	  
be	  still	  of	  relevance	  in	  a	  self-­‐service	  technology	  context	  (e.g	  Wang	  and	  Hsu,	  2012;	  Yen	  and	  Gwinner,	  
2003;	  Walsh	  et	  al.,	  2010).	   	  As	  the	  purpose	  for	  delivering	  services,	   that	   is,	  creating	  customer	   loyalty	  
and	  long	  terms	  relationships	  has	  remained	  unchanged.	  The	  service	  and	  marketing	  literature	  provide	  
many	   definitions	   for	   Relationship	   Marketing	   (RM),	   many	   of	   these	   focusing	   on	   the	   long-­‐term	  
relationship	   between	   the	   customer	   and	   service	   provider	   (Johns	   and	   Perrott,	   2008).	   For	   example,	  
Morgan	  and	  Hunt	  (1994	  p.	  22)	  define	  RM	  as	  “all	  marketing	  activities	  directed	  towards	  establishing,	  
developing	   and	  maintaining	   successful	   relational	   exchanges”.	   As	   the	   scope	   of	   this	   thesis	   is	   on	   the	  
outcome	  of	  RM	  rather	  than	  RM	  activities	  itself,	  this	  study	  will	  not	  eleborate	  on	  the	  large	  number	  of	  
different	  definitions	  of	  RM.	  Besides	  the	  perspective	  of	  the	  service	  provider,	  there	  is	  the	  perspective	  
of	   the	  customer.	  This	  perspective	  entails	  whether	   the	  customer	  wants	   to	  maintain	  the	  relationship	  
with	  the	  service	  provider;	  which	   is	  subjected	  to	  the	  benefits	   that	  are	  generated	   in	  this	  relationship	  
(Wang	  and	  Hsu,	  2012).	  A	  a	   result	   the	  outcome	  of	  RM,	  when	  performed	  positively,	   should	  enhance	  
the	  perceived	  benefits	  of	  the	  customer	  of	  being	  in	  that	  relationship	  (O'Malley	  and	  Tynan,	  2000;	  Yen	  
and	  Gwinner,	  2003;	  Wang	  and	  Hsu,	  2012).	  
2.3.2	  Relational	  benefits	  in	  a	  customer	  relationship	  
As	   discussed	   in	   the	   previous	   section,	   the	   importance	   of	   relationship	   marketing	   has	   been	   seen	   in	  
terms	  of	  the	  benefits	  received	  by	  the	  customer.	  	  In	  this	  section	  these	  benefits	  are	  discussed	  in	  order	  
to	  define	  the	  dimensions,	  which	  can	  affect	  the	  relationship	  in	  self-­‐service	  technologies.	  The	  literature	  
review	  indicated	  three	  types	  of	  benefits	  a	  customer	  can	  receive	  from	  being	   in	  a	  relationship	  with	  a	  
service	  provider.	  First,	  relationship	  bonds	  (e.g.	  Wilson,	  1995;	  Lin	  et	  al.,	  2003;	  Liljander	  and	  Strandvik,	  
1995),	   second,	   relationship	  quality	   (e.g.	  Walsh,	  et	  al.,	  2010;	  Henning-­‐Thurau	  et	  al.,	  2002)	  and	   third	  
relational	  benefits	  (Wang	  and	  Hsu,	  2012;	  Gwinner	  et	  al.,	  1998;	  Yen	  and	  Gwinner,	  2003).	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Relational	  Bonds	  
Bonds	   in	   a	   relationship	   between	   a	   customer	   and	   service	   provider	   tend	   to	   either	   strengthen	   or	  
weaken	  a	  relationship	  (Liljander	  and	  Strandvik,	  1995).	  According	  to	  Liljander	  and	  Strandvik	  (1995)	  a	  
relationship	   can	   lead	   to	   bonds,	   on	   the	   other	   hand,	   when	   the	   customer	   is	   unsatisfied	   with	   the	  
relationship	   these	   bonds	   can	   create	   or	   lead	   to	   exit	   barriers.	   Furthermore	   these	   relational	   bonds	  
change	  over	  time	  when	  the	  relationship	  progresses	  (Wilson,	  1995).	  Liljander	  and	  Strandvik	  (1995	  p.	  
7)	  described	  bonds	  as	  “exit	  barriers	   that	   tie	   the	   customer	   to	   the	   service	  provider	  and	  maintain	   the	  
relationship.	  These	  are	  legal,	  economic,	  technological,	  geographical,	  time,	  knowledge,	  social,	  cultural,	  
ideological	   and	   psychological	   bonds”.	   As	   relational	   bonds	   can	   have	   a	   negative	   impact	   as	  well	   as	   a	  
positive	   impact	  on	  the	  relationship,	  companies	  see	  building	  strong	  bonds	  with	  their	  customers	  as	  a	  
core	  objective	  of	  relationship	  marketing	  (Liljander	  and	  Strandvik,	  1995).	  The	  view	  from	  Liljander	  and	  
Strandvik	  (1995)	  is	  that	  relational	  bonds	  can	  function	  as	  exit	  barriers	  to	  leave	  the	  relationship	  or	  tie	  
the	  customer	  to	  the	  service	  provider.	  In	  contrast,	  some	  other	  literature	  position	  relational	  bonds	  as	  
relational	   benefits,	   that	   is,	   the	   benefits	   customers	   receive	   from	   being	   in	   a	   relationship	   (Yen	   and	  
Gwinner,	  2003;	  Lin,	  et	  al.,	  2003;	  Liljander,	  2000).	   	  Liljander	  (2000)	  describes	  that	  the	  comparison	  of	  
relational	  bonds	  with	   relational	  benefits	  holds	  a	   conceptual	  difference.	  The	  author	  argues	   that	   the	  
absence	  of	  a	  relational	  bond	  (e.g.	  a	  bad	  social	  relationship)	  could	  lead	  to	  customers	  switching	  from	  
provider;	   on	   the	  other	  hand,	   having	   a	  weak	  or	   absence	  of	   a	   social	   benefit,	   for	   example	   familiarity	  
with	   service	   personel,	   	  may	   not	   lead	   to	   any	   action	   from	   the	   customer	   side.	   This	  would	   imply	   two	  
things,	   one	   a	   relational	   benefit	   would	   not	   necessary	   cause	   the	   relationship	   to	   end	   but	   it	   would	  
possibly	  not	  strengthen	  the	  relationship	  either.	  Two,	  relational	  bonds	  can	  have	  both	  a	  negative	  and	  
positive	   impact	   on	   the	   relationship	   while	   relational	   benefits	   would	   only	   foster	   the	   relationship	  
Liljander	  (2000).	  
Relationship	  Quality	  
Another	  common	  studied	  area	  in	  the	  service	  marketing	  literature	  is	  relationship	  quality.	  Relationship	  
quality	  has	  been	  studied	  quite	  extensively	   in	  the	  service	  marketing	  domain	  (e.g.	  Walsh	  et	  al.,	  2010;	  
Henning-­‐Thurau	   et	   al.,	   2002;	   Athanasopoulou,	   2009).	   Relationship	   quality	   can	   be	   defined	   as	   “the	  
degree	  of	  appropriateness	  of	  a	  relationship	  to	  fulfill	   the	  needs	  of	  the	  customer	  associated	  with	  that	  
relationship”	   (Walsh	   et	   al.,	   2010	   p.	   131).	   While	   there	   is	   no	   consensus	   on	   the	   constructs	   	   or	  
components	   of	   relationship	   quality	   (Yang	   et	   al.,	   2010),	   there	   is	   a	   general	   belief	   that	   relationship	  
quality	   contains	   trust,	   commitment	   and	   satisfaction	   (Athanasopoulou,	   2009;	   Walsh	   et	   al.,	   2010).	  
Trust	   refers	   to	   the	   consumer’s	   willingness	   to	   rely	   upon	   her	   expactations	   about	   a	   firm’s	   future	  
behavior.	   Commitment	   refers	   to	   the	   customer’s	   long-­‐term	  orientation	   towards	   a	   relationship	  with	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the	  firm,	  and	  finally	  satisfaction	  can	  be	  regarded	  the	  consumer’s	   fulfillment	  response	  (Walsh	  et	  al.,	  
2010).	   De	   Wulf	   et	   al.	   (2001)	   found	   that	   trust,	   commitment	   and	   satisfaction	   are	   interrelated	   and	  
should	   not	   be	   viewed	   as	   separate	   independent	   variables	   in	   determining	   relationship	   quality.	  
Important	   for	   this	   thesis	   is	  what	   relationship	   quality	   entails.	   Henning-­‐Thurau	   et	   al.	   (2002)	   stresses	  
that	  relationship	  quality	  focuses	  on	  the	  overall	  “nature”	  of	  the	  relationship;	  and	  can	  create	  customer	  
loyalty	   in	   the	   longer	   term.	   Also	   Yang	   et	   al.	   (2010)	   and	  Walsh	   et	   al.	   (2010)	   argue	   that	   relationship	  
quality	  is	  a	  determinant	  for	  customer	  loyalty	  and	  customer	  behavioral	  intention	  to	  purchase.	  Yang	  et	  
al.	   (2010)	   add	   to	   this	   that	   relationship	   quality	   is	   particularly	   relevant	   to	   the	   interactions	   between	  
customers	  and	  sales	  people.	  Relationship	  quality	  itself	  can	  therefore	  be	  regarded	  as	  a	  “state”	  of	  the	  
relationship	  rather	  than	  an	  outcome.	  
Relational	  benefits	  
Relational	  benefits	  have	  been	  regarded	  as	  an	  outcome	  variable	  of	  relationship	  marketing;	  and	  have	  
been	  based	  on	  the	  assumption	  that	  for	  a	  long-­‐term	  relationship	  to	  exist	  the	  service	  provider	  and	  the	  
customer	  must	   benefit	   from	   the	   relationship	   (Henning-­‐Thurau	   et	   al.,	   2002).	   Gwinner	   et	   al.	   (1998)	  
developed	   an	   empical	   supported	   typology	   of	   three	   relational	   benefits:	   (1)	   confidence	   benefits,	   (2)	  
special	   treatment,	  and	   (3)	   social	  benefits.	  These	  relational	  benefits	  exist	  on	   top	  of	   the	  core	  service	  
that	   is	  provided	  by	  the	  service	  provider	  (Henning-­‐Thurau	  et	  al.,	  2002).	  The	  existence	  of	  these	  three	  
relationship	  benefits	  between	  a	  customer	  and	  a	  service	  provider	  has	  been	  acknowledged	  widely	  by	  
academics	   (Grönroos,	   2000;	   Hennig-­‐Thurau	   et	   al.,	   2002;	   Wang	   and	   Hsu,	   2012;	   Yen	   and	   Gwinner,	  
2003;	  Colgate	  et	  al.,	  2005).	  
Confidence	  Benefits	  
According	   to	  Gwinner	  et	  al.	   (1998)	  confidence	  benefits	  describe	   the	  decrease	  of	  uncertainty	   in	   the	  
transactions	   and	   increase	   of	   the	   expectations	   of	   the	   customer.	   The	   authors	   concluded,	   based	   on	  
their	  findings,	  that	  confidence	  benefits	  are	  in	  comparison	  to	  special	  treatment	  and	  social	  benefits	  the	  
most	   important	   relational	   benefit.	  Moreover,	  Morgan	   and	  Hunt	   (1994)	   stated	   that	   the	   confidence	  
benefits	  of	  a	  customer	  are	  an	  outcome	  of	  the	  trust	  and	  reliability	  with	  the	  service	  provider.	  
Social	  Benefits	  
Social	   benefits	   focus	   on	   the	   customer	   relationship	   itself	   and	   not	   on	   the	   actual	   outcome	   of	   the	  
relationship	   (Henning-­‐Thurau	   et	   al.,	   2002).	   Therefore,	   social	   benefits	   describe	   the	   personal	   bonds	  
between	   the	   service	   provider	   and	   the	   customer	   and	   include	   familiarity,	   friendship,	   understanding,	  
and	  empathy	  (Gwinner	  et	  al.,	  1998).	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Special	  treatment	  
The	  special	  treatment	  benefit	  is	  the	  valued	  benefits	  of	  being	  in	  a	  relationship	  compared	  to	  not	  being	  
in	   a	   relationship.	   These	   benefits	   could	   be	   a	   combination	   of	   economic	   and	   customization	   benefits	  
(Gwinner	  et	  al.,	  1998).	  Economic	  benefits	  refer,	  for	  example,	  to	  price-­‐discounts	  that	  are	  only	  received	  
by	  customers	  from	  being	  in	  a	  (long-­‐term)	  relationship	  with	  the	  service	  provider.	  Moreover,	  Gwinner	  
et	  al.	  (1998)	  also	  stress	  that	  special	  treatment	  benefits	  	  are	  not	  necessarily	  monetary	  benefits,	  they	  
could	  also	  be	  of	  a	  non-­‐monetary	  nature.	  An	  example	  of	  these	  non-­‐monetary	  benefits	  could	  be	  time-­‐
savings.	  As	  a	  result	  of	  this	  preference	  position,	  customers	  can	  feel	  treated	  special	  or	  with	  preference	  
over	  other	  customers.	  	  
As	  this	  thesis	  seeks	  what	  technology	  adoption	  factors	  affect	  the	  relationship	  between	  the	  customer	  
and	   service	   provider,	   relational	   benefits	   are	   relevant	   variables	   for	   the	   relationship	   outcome.	   Since	  
the	  concept	  of	  relational	  benefits	  focuses	  on	  the	  existence	  of	  benefits	  and	  values	  in	  the	  relationship	  
of	  which	  one	  can	  predict	   the	  development	  of	   the	   relationship	   rather	   than	  approaching	   it	   from	  the	  
nature	   or	   maintenance	   of	   the	   relationship	   (Henning-­‐Thurau	   et	   al.,	   2002).	   Furthermore	   Henning-­‐
Thurau	   et	   al.	   (2002)	   	   and	   Athanasopoulou	   (2009)	   argued	   that	   that	   relational	   benefits	   are	  
antecendents	  of	  relationship	  quality	  and	  that	  social	  and	  confidence	  benefits	  could	  to	  a	  larger	  extent	  
impact	   the	   outcomes	   of	   relationship	   marketing.	   	   In	   addition,	   the	   discussed	   relational	   bonds	  
conceptualization	  focusses	  around	  aspects	  which	  either	  foster	  or	  negatively	  impact	  the	  relationship.	  	  
Like	  relationship	  quality,	  relational	  bonds	  can	  be	  regarded	  as	  a	  conceptualization	  of	  the	  nature	  and	  
maintenance	   of	   a	   relationship	   which	   creates	   a	   certain	   “state”	   of	   the	   relationship	   rather	   than	   a	  
benefit	  for	  the	  customer	  or	  service	  provider	  of	  being	  in	  that	  relationship	  (see	  table	  3).	  	  	  
 Type of focus on customer relationship 
 State/ nature Outcome 
Relational Bonds 
legal,	  economic,	  technological,	  geographical,	  time,	  knowledge,	  
social,	  cultural,	  ideological	  and	  psychological	  bonds 
  
Relationship Quality 
Trust, commitment & satisfaction 
  
Relational Benefits 
Social, confidence & special treatment   
Table	  3:	  Summary	  conceptualization	  customer	  relationship	  
2.3.3	  Relational	  benefits	  in	  a	  self-­‐service	  context	  
Despite	  a	  large	  body	  of	  literature	  on	  relational	  benefits,	  only	  a	  limited	  number	  of	  research	  has	  been	  
from	  a	  self-­‐service	  technology	  perspective.	  This	  lack	  of	  research	  has	  been	  acknowledged	  (Wang	  and	  
Hsu	  2012;	  Schumann	  et	  al.,	  2012;	  Walsh	  et	  al.,	  2010).	  Wang	  and	  Hsu	   (2012)	   studied	   the	   impact	  of	  
interpersonal-­‐based	  versus	  technology-­‐based	  service	  encounters	  on	  relational	  benefits.	  The	  authors	  
tested	   the	   comparison	   between	   interpersonal	   and	   technology	   based	   service	   encounters	   on	   the	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impact	  on	  relational	  benefits.	  The	  authors	  included	  the	  three	  relational	  benefits	  types	  of	  confidence	  
and	  social	  benefits	  and	  special	  treatment.	  The	  results	  of	  Wang	  and	  Hsu	  (2012)	  indicate	  that	  there	  is	  a	  
positive	   relationship	   between	   interpersonal-­‐based	   service	   encounters	   and	   confidence-­‐	   and	   the	  
special	  treatment	  benefits	  but	  also	  between	  a	  technology-­‐	  based	  service	  encounter	  and	  confidence-­‐	  
and	   special	   treatment	   benefits.	   In	   their	   study	   there	   was	   no	   support	   for	   a	   positive	   relationship	  
between	  technology-­‐based	  service	  encounters	  and	  social	  benefits.	  Wang	  and	  Hsu	  (2012)	  concluded	  
therefore	   that	   relational	   benefits	   are	   relevant	   in	   the	   context	   of	   technology	   mediated-­‐	   and	   self-­‐	  
service	   technologies.	   The	   authors	   also	   recommend	   studying	   further	   the	   impact	   of	   customer	  
relationships	  within	  a	  technology	  based	  service	  encounter.	  Furthermore,	  they	  recommend	  extending	  
the	   research	   to	   investigate	   the	  moderating	   effects	   of	   relationship-­‐	   and	   technology	   proneness	   and	  
technology	  anxiety	  on	  the	  service	  encounter.	  This	  relationship	  and	  technology	  proneness	  refer	  to	  the	  
customer	  disposition	  or	  tendency	  to	  use	  technology-­‐based	  services.	  Furthermore,	  technology	  anxiety	  
refers	   to	   the	   fear	  or	  uneasiness	   to	  use	   the	   technology.	  This	   relationship	  and	  technology	  proneness	  
and	   technology	   anxiety	   can	   be	   viewed	   as	   the	   individual-­‐specific	   perspective	   (section	   2.2.3)	   as	  
suggested	  by	  the	  TR	  model	  of	  Parasuraman	  (2000).	  Therefore,	  one	  can	  conclude	  that	  Wang	  and	  Hsu	  
(2012)	   suggest	   to	   include	   the	   individual-­‐specific	   perspective	   in	   evaluating	   the	   adoption	   of	  
technology-­‐	  based	  service	  encounters.	  	  
Also	   Yen	   and	   Gwinner	   (2003)	   studied	   the	   role	   of	   relational	   benefits	   in	   a	   self-­‐service	   technology	  
context.	   These	   authors	   investigated	   the	   effect	   of	   special	   treatment	   and	   confidence	   benefits	   on	  
customer	   satisfaction	   and	   customer	   loyalty.	   The	   results	   of	   their	   study	   indicate	   that	   the	   relational	  
benefits	  construct	  was	  supportive	  in	  an	  internet-­‐environment	  and	  are	  not	  just	  limited	  to	  face-­‐to-­‐face	  
contexts.	  They	  found	  that	  special	  treatment	  and	  confidence	  benefits	  both	  have	  a	  positive	  effect	  on	  
customer	  loyalty	  and	  customer	  satisfaction.	  Yen	  and	  Gwinner	  (2003)	  did	  not	  expect	  any	  relation,	  due	  
to	  the	  absence	  of	  service	  personnel,	  between	  social	  benefits	  and	  customer	   loyalty	  and	  satisfaction.	  
As	   such,	   they	   left	   social	   benefits,	   as	  part	  of	   the	   relational	  benefits	   conceptualization,	  outside	   their	  
study.	  Despite	  its	  absence,	  the	  authors	  recommend	  to	  include	  the	  social	  benefit	  construct	  in	  future	  
studies.	   Their	   recommendation	   to	   include	   social	   benefits	   in	   future	   studies	   stems	   from	   the	  
observation	  that,	  nowadays,	  new	  technologies	  like	  “cookies”	  enable	  service	  providers	  to	  personalize	  
the	  online	  service	  experience	  to	  enhance	  personal	  recognition	  and	  familiarity.	  	  
Colgate	   et	   al.	   (2005)	   studied	   the	   relevance	   of	   relational	   benefits	   of	   internet	   customers	  within	   the	  
banking-­‐industry.	   They	   analysed	   if	   relational	   benefits	   exist	   in	   the	   relationship	   between	   customers	  
engaging	   with	   the	   bank	   via	   the	   internet	   or	   via	   the	   brick-­‐and-­‐mortar	   locatons	   of	   the	   bank.	   For	  
customers	  using	  the	  internet,	  they	  found	  support	  for	  the	  existince	  of	  relational	  benefits;	  having	  low	  
support	   for	   special	   treatment	   and	   social	   benefits	   but	   high	   support	   for	   confidence	   benefits.	   The	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authors	  stress	  the	  importance	  of	  confidence	  benefits	  as	  a	  sense	  of	  security	  through	  reducing	  risks	  in	  
the	  delivery	  of	  an	  internet-­‐serivce.	  Although	  the	  results	  of	  this	  study	  did	  not	  fully	  support	  the	  initial	  
framework	  of	  Gwinner	  et	  al.	   (1998)	  the	  authors	  stress	   the	   importance	  to	   interpret	   the	  results	  with	  
care	  as	  the	  results	  may	  be	  context	  specific	  (research	  was	  conducted	  in	  one	  bank	  environment	  only).	  
2.4	   	   RESEARCH	  FRAMEWORK	  	  	  	  
2.4.1	   	   Research	  Questions	  
Based	  on	  the	  formulated	  problem	  statement	  research	  questions	  are	  formulated.	  The	  research	  aims	  
to	  create	  a	  better	  understanding	  what	  the	  effect	  is	  of	  technology	  adoption	  factors	  on	  the	  customer	  
relationship	  in	  a	  self-­‐service	  technology	  context.	  	  In	  section	  1	  of	  this	  thesis	  the	  research	  problem	  was	  
therefore	  formulated	  as:	  “What	  is	  the	  influence	  of	  Technology	  Adoption	  Factors,	  on	  the	  relationship	  
benefits	  and	  customer	  satisfaction	  between	  the	  customer	  and	  self-­‐service	  technologies?”	  	  
First,	  the	  literature	  indicated	  that	  the	  dimensions	  of	  TAM,	  that	  is,	  perceived	  ease	  of	  use	  (PEOU)	  and	  
perceived	   usefulness	   (PU)	   are	   robust	   variables	   to	   predict	   technology	   adoption,	   however,	   several	  
researchers	   have	   extended	   the	   TAM	  model	   with	   additional	   variables	   which	   entails	   the	   individual-­‐	  
specific	  perspective	  of	  technology	  adoption	  (e.g.	  Lin	  et	  al.,	  2007;	  Lin	  and	  Chang,	  2011,;	  Walczuch	  et	  
al.,	  2007,	  Moon	  and	  Kim,	  2001;	  Gefen	  et	  al.,	  2003).	  The	  Technology	  Readiness	   (TR)	   framework	  has	  
been	  proposed	  as	  an	  alternative	  framework	  by	  including	  the	  largest	  shortcoming	  of	  the	  TAM,	  these	  
individual	  differences	  or	  personality	  traits	  (Lin	  and	  Chang,	  2011).	  Despite	  the	  two	  different	  adoption	  
models	   (TAM	  and	  TR),	  studies	  have	   indicated	  that	  the	  combination	  of	  both	  models	  provide	  a	  more	  
explanatory	   power	   towards	   technology	   adoption;	   as	   both	   the	   individual-­‐specific	   and	   the	   system-­‐
specific	  perspectives	  are	  included	  to	  explain	  the	  adoption	  of	  new	  technologies	  (e.g.	  Lin	  et	  al.,	  2007).	  
Lin	   et	   al.	   (2007)	   refer	   to	   the	   combined	   model	   as	   the	   TRAM	   model.	   This	   TRAM	   model	   has	   been	  
supported	   by	   other	   researchers	   as	   well	   (e.g.	   Chen	   et	   al.,	   2009;	  Walczuch	   et	   al.,	   2007).	   In	   case	   of	  
TRAM,	  Technology	  Readiness	  is	  positioned	  as	  a	  antecendent	  of	  TAM	  (TR	  	  TAM).	  In	  contrast,	  some	  
researchers	   have	   found	   support	   that	   TAM	   and	   TR	   can	   be	   positioned	   both	   as	   antecedents	   of	  
technology	  adoption	  (e.g.	  Son	  and	  Han,	  2011;	  Yang	  et	  al.,	  2012).	  Although	  support	  has	  been	  found	  
for	  both	  ways	  to	  position	  TR	  in	  relation	  to	  TAM,	  the	  literature	  indicates	  that	  the	  support	  is	  stronger	  
for	  positioning	  TR	  as	  antecedent	  of	  TAM	  (TRAM)	  instead	  of	  TR	  and	  TAM	  both	  as	  direct	  antecedents	  of	  
technology	  adoption	  (see	  section	  2.2.3).	  Given	  the	  stronger	  support	  for	  the	  TRAM	  model,	  this	  study,	  
will	   use	   TRAM	   as	   a	  model	   for	   conceptualizing	   technology	   adoption	   factors.	   As	   such	   the	   following	  
research	  question	  is	  formulated:	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1. What	  is	  the	  influence	  of	  Technology	  Readiness	  (TR)	  on	  Technology	  Adoption	  (TAM)	  for	  
customers	  using	  self-­‐service	  technologies?	  
a. Does	  Technology	  Readiness	  influence	  Perceived	  Ease	  of	  Use?	  
	  
b. Does	  Technology	  Readiness	  influence	  Perceived	  Usefulness?	  	  
Second	  this	  thesis	  seeks,	  based	  on	  SST	  adoption,	  what	  the	  effect	  is	  of	  technology	  adoption	  factors	  on	  
the	  customer	  relationship.	  This	  study	  will	  continue	  to	  build	  on	  the	  relational	  benefits	  as	  defined	  by	  
Gwinner	  et	  al.	  (1998).	  These	  relational	  benefits,	  as	  defined	  by	  Gwinner	  et	  al.	  (1998),	  have	  been	  more	  
recently	  indicated	  by	  Wang	  and	  Hsu	  (2012)	  to	  appear	  relevant	  in	  a	  SST	  context.	  As	  relational	  benefits	  
focus	   on	   the	   outcome	   rather	   than	   the	   nature	   or	   state	   of	   the	   customer	   relationship,	   relational	  
benefits	  are	  relevant	  variables	  for	  this	  study	  (see	  section	  2.3.2)	  (Henning-­‐Thurau	  et	  al.,	  2002).	  
The	   following	   research	   question	   is	   formulated,	   based	   on	   three	   dimensions	   of	   relational	   benefits:	  
special	   treatment,	   confidence	   benefits	   and	   social	   benefits	   (Gwinner	   et	   al.,	   1998)	   and	   the	   TRAM	  
framework	  by	  Lin	  at	  al.	  (2007).	  
2. What	  is	  the	  influence	  of	  TRAM	  on	  Relational	  Benefits	  for	  customers	  using	  self-­‐service	  
technologies?	  
a. Does	  TRAM	  influence	  the	  relational	  benefit:	  special	  treatment?	  
	  
b. Does	  TRAM	  influence	  the	  relational	  benefit:	  confidence	  benefits?	  	  
	  
c. Does	  TRAM	  influence	  the	  relational	  benefit:	  social	  benefits?	  
In	  addition,	  previous	  research	  found	  support	   for	  a	  positive	  relationship	  between	  relational	  benefits	  
and	  customer	  satisfaction	  (Yen	  and	  Gwinner,	  2003;	  Marzo-­‐Navarro	  et	  al.,	  2004).	  But	  no	  research	   is	  
found	   concerning	   if	   an	   existing	   relationship	   is	   present	   between	   relational	   benefits	   and	   customer	  
satisfaction	   in	   the	   context	   of	   a	   telecommunication	   SST	   (see	   section	   1.2.2).	   Therefore	   the	   third	  
research	  question	  is:	  
3. What	  is	  the	  influence	  of	  the	  Relational	  Benefits:	  Special	  Treatments,	  Confidence	  Benefits	  
and/or	  Socal	  Benefits	  on	  Customer	  Satisfaction	  for	  customer	  usings	  self-­‐service	  
technologies?	  
Figure	  4	  shows	  how	  the	  research	  questions	  cohere	  with	  the	  several	  frameworks	  used	  in	  this	  study.	  
The	  aim	  of	  Figure	  4	  is	  to	  give	  an	  overview	  how	  TRAM,	  relational	  benefits,	  and	  customer	  satisfaction	  
are	  studied	  in	  this	  thesis.	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Figure	  4:	  Conceptual	  Framework	  
As	  aforementioned,	  TRAM	  and	  the	  conceptualization	  of	  relational	  benefits	  have	  been	  supported	  by	  
previous	  reseach	  in	  the	  field	  of	  SST.	  This	  thesis	  aims	  to	  combine	  TRAM	  as	  an	  antecedent	  of	  relational	  
benefits,	  and	  relational	  benefits	  as	  an	  antecedent	  of	  customer	  satisfaction	  (see	  figure	  4).	  The	  need	  to	  
analyze	   a	   possible	   relationship	   between	   technology	   adoption	   and	   the	   customer	   relationship	  
dimensions,	  like	  relational	  benefits	  have	  been	  suggested	  as	  future	  research	  areas	  by	  Wang	  and	  Hsu	  
(2012),	  Schumann	  et	  al.	  (2012),	  and	  Verhoef	  et	  al.	  (2009).	  As	  a	  result,	  this	  thesis	  contributes	  to	  this	  
suggested	   research	   gap	   (as	   indicated	   in	   figure	   1).	   Although	   the	   models	   used	   in	   the	   conceptual	  
framework	  (figure	  4)	  are	  based	  on	  dimensions	  that	  have	  already	  been	  supported	  by	  the	  current	  SST	  
literature	  there	  is	  no	  comprehensive	  framework,	  which	  supports	  a	  direct	  relationship	  between	  TRAM	  
and	   relational	   benefits.	   Therefore,	   this	   thesis	   suggests	   a	   set	   of	   propositions	   based	   on	   (deductive)	  
reasoning	  of	  the	  existing	  and	  supportive	  findings	  in	  the	  field	  of	  TAM,	  TR	  and	  relational	  benefits.	  	  	  
2.5	   Framework	  Propositions	  	  
Section	   2.4	   and	   the	   literature	   review	   throughout	   chapter	   2	   provide	   the	   underlying	   theoretical	  
fundament	   for	   defining	   the	   expected	   relationships	   (propositions)	   between	   the	   adoption	   factors	  
proposed	   by	   TRAM	   and	   relational	   benefits,	   and	   between	   relational	   benefits	   and	   customer	  
satisfaction.	  	  This	  section	  outlines	  these	  propositions.	  	  
2.5.1	  Proposition	  1	  &	  2:	  TR	  effect	  on	  TAM	  
The	   literature	   review	   on	   TRAM	   (section	   2.2.3)	   indicated	   the	   presence	   of	   a	   causal	   relationship	  
between	  TR	  and	  TAM.	  This	  is	  also	  referred	  to	  as	  the	  TRAM	  model	  (Lin	  et	  al.,	  2007).	  Based	  on	  Lin	  et	  al.	  
(2007)	   and	   Walczuch	   et	   al.	   (2007)	   we	   can	   expect	   a	   positive	   influence	   of	   optimism	   on	   the	   TAM	  
variables	  PEOU	  and	  PU.	  Optimism	  is	  “the	  tendency	  to	  believe	  that	  one	  will	  generally	  experience	  good	  
versus	   bad	  outcomes	   in	   life”.	   For	   this	   study,	   this	  would	   imply	   that	   people	  who	  have	  high	   levels	   of	  
optimism	  are	  more	  likely	  to	  focus	  on	  the	  positive	  side	  of	  self-­‐service	  technologies	  and	  are	  more	  likely	  
to	  use	  these	  new	  technologies	  provided	  by	  the	  service	  provider	  as	   these	  optimists	  will	  believe	   in	  a	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positive	   experience	  with	   the	   SST	   interaction.	   This	   is	   in	   line	  with	   the	   notion,	   that	   optimists	   have	   a	  
general	  positive	  stance	  towards	  technologies	  (Parasuraman,	  2000).	  	  As	  a	  result	  optimists	  will	  regard,	  
due	   to	   their	   positive	   stance	   towards	   technology,	   that	   the	   SST	   is	   more	   useful	   and	   easy	   to	   use,	  
compared	  to	  non-­‐optimists.	  	  
In	  addition,	  based	  on	  Walczuch	  et	  al.	  (2007),	  we	  can	  expect	  a	  positive	  influence	  of	  innovativeness	  on	  
PEOU	   (see	   section	   2.2.3).	   Previous	   findings	   from	  Walczuch	   et	   al.	   (2007)	   and	   Son	   and	   Han	   (2011)	  
indicated	   that	   innovativeness	   might	   have	   a	   negative	   relationship	   with	   PU	   (see	   section	   2.2.3).	  
Nevertheless,	   in	   the	   definition	   from	   Parasuraman	   (2000)	   people	   who	   have	   high	   levels	   of	  
innovativeness	  are	  regarded	  as	  pioneers	  of	  using	  new	  technologies	  and	  can	  use	  them	  often	  without	  
the	  help	  of	  others	   (Tsikriktsis,	  2004).	  Therefore,	  one	  can	  expect	   that	   innovative	  people	  regard	  new	  
technologies	   as	  more	   useful	   (despite	   that	   the	   new	   technology	  might	   lack	   benefits	   or	   value	   to	   the	  
general	  user).	  Despite,	  previous	  findings	  of	  Walczuch	  et	  al.	  (2007)	  and	  Son	  and	  Han	  (2011),	  this	  study	  
assumes	  that	  innovativeness	  will	  have	  a	  positive	  influence	  on	  both	  PU	  and	  PEOU.	  This	  is	  in	  line	  with	  
Parasuraman	  (2000),	  who	  says	  that	  innovativeness	  stimulates	  technology	  adoption.	  	  
As	  such,	  the	  following	  proposition	  is	  formulated:	  	  
Proposition	  1:	  	   Customer's	  overall	  Optimism	  and	  Innovativeness	  towards	  self-­‐service	  technologies	  
have	  a	  positive	  effect	  on	  TAM’s	  Perceived	  Usefulness	  and	  Perceived	  Ease	  of	  Use.	  
One	  of	  the	  factors	  that	  inhibit	  the	  use	  of	  self-­‐service	  technologies	  is	  the	  knowledge	  and	  information	  
availability	   for	   using	   self-­‐services	   (Sathye,	   1999).	   Increased	   levels	   of	   knowledge	   and	   information	  
about	  the	  technology	   lead	  to	  higher	   levels	  of	  perceived	  control	   (Lin	  et	  al.,	  2007).	   In	  addition,	  when	  
this	  knowledge	  and	  information	  increases,	  one	  can	  speak	  about	  familiarity	  with	  the	  SST	  (Dimitriadis	  
et	   al.,	   2011;	   Maenpaa	  ̈	   et	   al.,	   2008).	   Vice	   versa,	   a	   person	   with	   limited	   familiarity	   can	   feel	  
uncomfortable	   using	   the	   (new)	   technology.	   This	   unfamiliarity	   is	   explained	   by	   the	   discomfort	  
dimension	   of	   Parasuraman	   (2000)	   as	   having	   the	   feeling	   of	   being	   overwhelmed	   by	   the	   technology.	  
Tsikriktsis	  (2004	  p.	  44)	  adds	  as	  an	  example	  “the	  feeling	  when	  you	  don’t	  understand	  where	  it	  is	  about”.	  	  
Also	  Mick	  and	  Fournier	  (1998)	  stipulate	  that	  high	  levels	  of	  discomfort	  can	  lead	  to	  disappointment	  and	  
frustration	   with	   the	   technology.	   We	   assume	   that	   this	   unfamiliarty,	   discomfort	   or	   feeling	   of	  
frustration	   leads	   to	   consumers	   feeling	   that	   a	   SST	   is	   less	   easy	   to	   use	   and	   perceived	   as	   less	   useful.	  
Therefore	  it	  can	  be	  expected	  that	  discomfort	  negatively	  influences	  PEOU	  and	  PU.	  	  
Parasuraman	  (2000)	  defines	  insecurity	  as	  the	  distrust	  of	  technology	  and	  scepticism	  about	  its	  ability	  to	  
work	  properly.	  Furthermore	  the	  performance	  of	  a	  SST,	   is	  conceptualized	  by	  Meuter	  et	  al.	   (2000)	  as	  
the	  extent	  to	  which	  the	  self-­‐service	  technology	  works	  and	  operates.	  One	  can	  assume,	  that	  customers	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who	   belief	   that	   the	   self-­‐services	  won’t	   get	   “the	   job”	   done	   have	   a	   higher	   degree	   of	   insecurity	   and	  
consequently	  perceives	  the	  SST	  as	  less	  easy	  to	  use	  and	  less	  useful	  for	  their	  needs.	  
As	  such,	  the	  following	  proposition	  is	  formulated:	  
Proposition	  2:	  	   Customer's	  overall	  Discomfort	  and	  Insecurity	  towards	  self-­‐service	  technologies	  
have	  a	  negative	  effect	  on	  TAM’s	  Perceived	  Usefulness	  and	  Perceived	  Ease	  of	  Use.	  
2.5.2	  Proposition	  3:	  TAM	  effect	  on	  Relational	  benefits	  
PEOU	  refers	  to	  the	  extent	  a	  person	  believes	  that	  a	  certain	  product	  or	  system	  will	  be	  free	  of	  effort	  to	  
use	   (Davis,	  1989).	  This	   is	  similar	   to	  the	  dimensions	  defined	  by	  Meuter	  et	  al.	   (2000)	  “where	   I	  want”	  
and	  “when	  I	  want”	  as	  it	  requires	  less	  effort	  to	  use.	  For	  example,	  the	  consumer	  can	  use	  Internet	  self-­‐
services	   directly	   from	   home	   and	   don’t	   need	   to	   worry	   about	   opening	   hours	   or	   waiting	   lines.	   The	  
availability	  of	  free	  of	  effort	  to	  use	  (e.g.	  anytime)	  is	  only	  available	  for	  the	  customers	  who	  use	  the	  self-­‐
service	   technology	   and	   therefore	   could	   contribute	   to	   the	   special	   treatment	   construct	   of	   relational	  
benefits.	   Furthermore,	   Bobbitt	   and	   Dabholkar	   (2001)	   described	   the	   general	   attitude	   towards	   self-­‐
service	  technologies.	  They	  mention	  that	  one	  of	  the	  reasons	  to	  use	  self-­‐services	  is	  that	  the	  consumer	  
views	  self-­‐services	  as	  an	  efficient	  way	  of	  completing	  the	  service	  encounter	  as	  opposed	  to	  non-­‐self-­‐
service	  options.	  Additionaly,	  according	  to	  Yen	  and	  Gwinner	  (2003)	  efficiency	  in	  self-­‐services	  refers	  to	  
the	   possibility	   to	   reduce	   e.g.	   transaction	   times	   over	   interpersonal	   service	   deliveries.	   Furthermore,	  
support	  has	  been	  found	  that	  consumers	  choose	  self-­‐service	  technologies	  over	  interpersonal	  services	  
when	  consumers	  can	  achieve	  time-­‐savings	  (Gelderman	  et	  al.,	  2011).	  This	  efficiency	  concept	  is	  similar	  
to	  the	  PU	  dimension	  of	  Davis	  (1989)	  which	  is	  defined	  as	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  a	  person	  believes	  that	  a	  
certain	  product	  or	  system	  will	   increase	  his/her	  performance	  in	  life.	  The	  PU,	  which	  can	  be	  enhanced	  
through	  the	  efficiency	  of	  SSTs	  compared	  to	  person-­‐to-­‐person	  service	  transactions,	  should	  uplift	  the	  
perception	  of	  special	  treatment,	  as	  this	  perceived	  usefulness	  is	  only	  available	  through	  the	  SST.	  
Nowadays	   self-­‐services	   technologies	  make	   it	  possible	   to	   compile,	   store,	  and	   retrieve	  data	   in	  easier	  
ways	   than	   it	  was	  before	   (Wang	   and	  Hsu,	   2012).	  According	   to	   Zhu	  et	   al.,	   (2002)	   this	   available	   data	  
through	  self-­‐services	  would	  enable	  consumers	  to	  get	  more	  reliable	  detailed	  information	  than	  when	  
this	   data	   had	   to	   be	   retrieved	   through	   a	   person-­‐to-­‐person	   service	   interaction.	   As	   such,	   one	   could	  
argue	  retrieving	  e.g.	  personal	  data	  of	  your	  relationship	  would	  be	  a	  lower	  effort	  in	  a	  SST	  context	  than	  
in	  a	  person-­‐to-­‐person	   interaction	  and	  therefore	   increasing	  the	  PEOU.	  Additionally,	  as	  more	  reliable	  
detailed	   information	   is	   directly	   available	   through	   SSTs,	   providing	   direct	   use	   of	   this	   information	  
towards	   the	   end	   user	   of	   the	   SST,	   it	   is	   also	   likely	   that	   the	   service	   is	   regarded	   as	  more	   useful.	   Also	  
through	  the	  automatic	  retrieval	  of	  personal	  data,	  the	  customer	  put	  a	  certain	  trust	  in	  the	  reliability	  of	  
this	   information	   from	   self-­‐services	   (Zhu	   et	   al.,	   2002).	   As	   suggested	   that	   compiling,	   storing	   and	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retrieving	  data	  in	  a	  SST	  context	  is	  easier	  and	  more	  reliable	  than	  in	  a	  person-­‐to-­‐person	  interaction	  one	  
could	  argue	  that	  less	  uncertainty	  takes	  places	  between	  the	  customer	  and	  service	  provider	  increasing	  
therefore	  the	  level	  of	  confidence	  benefits	  in	  the	  customer	  relationship.	  
Although	  self-­‐service	  technology	  interactions	  are	  characterized	  with	  a	  lack	  of	  direct	  interaction	  with	  
other	  persons	  researchers	  have	  stated	  that	  social	  relation	  aspects	  like	  familiarity	  and	  friendship	  can	  
be	  built	   through	   technology	  based	   interactions	   (Wang	  and	  Hsu	  2012,	  Gefen	  and	  Straub,	  2004).	  PU	  
has	  been	  found	  by	  Chen	  and	  Barnes	  (2007)	  as	  a	  key	  determinant	  of	  initital	  online	  trust.	  The	  authors	  
stipulated,	   as	   an	   example,	   that	   useful	   information	   on	   a	   website	   can	   resolve	   or	   mitigate	   possible	  
consumer	  doubt	  and	  consequently	  increase	  trust.	  Although	  trust	  and	  social	  benefits	  are	  two	  different	  
concepts,	  trust	  is	  regarded	  as	  a	  pre-­‐condition	  of	  human	  interaction,	  whether	  face-­‐to-­‐face	  or	  by	  other	  
means.	   In	  general,	  this	   is	  caused	  because	  trust	   is	  build	  between	  people	  through	  interaction.	  (Gefen	  
and	   Straub,	   2004).	   Based	   on	   the	   previous	   findings	   of	   Chen	   and	   Barnes	   (2007),	   that	   PU	   positively	  
impact	  initial	  online	  trust	  and	  that	  trust	  is	  a	  base	  of	  social	  interaction,	  there	  is	  an	  indication	  about	  a	  
positive	  effect	  between	  PU	  and	  the	  social	  benefits	  contruct.	  No	  previous	  indications	  were	  found	  how	  
PEOU	  could	  influence	  social	  benefits.	  But,	  as	  this	  study	  is	  of	  exploratory	  nature	  (see	  chapter	  3),	  the	  
study	  will	  include	  the	  investigation	  of	  this	  possible	  relationship.	  	  
The	   above	   indicates	   that	   the	   TAM	  dimensions	   can	  have	   a	   positive	   effect	   on	   relational	   benefits,	   as	  
such	  the	  following	  proposition	  is	  formulated:	  
Proposition	  3	  :	  	   Customer's	  overall	  Perceived	  Usefulness	  and	  Ease	  of	  Use	  towards	  self-­‐service	  
technologies	  have	  a	  positive	  effect	  on	  Relational	  Benefits,	  special	  treatment,	  
confidence-­‐	  and	  social	  benefits.	  
2.5.3	  Proposition	  4:	  Relational	  Benefits	  effect	  on	  Customer	  Satisfaction	  
Lin	   and	   Hsieh	   (2007,	   p.	   1601)	   cite,	   based	   on	   a	   definition	   from	   Oliver	   (1997),	   that	   customer	  
satisfaction	   can	   be	   defined	   as	   “a	   judgement	   that	   a	   product	   or	   service	   feature,	   or	   the	   product	   of	  
service	   itself,	   provides	   a	   pleasurable	   level	   of	   consumption-­‐related	   fulfillment,	   including	   levels	   of	  
under-­‐	   or	   over-­‐fulfillment.“	   Figure	   1	   shows	   existing	   research	   findings	   that	   there	   is	   a	   relationship	  
between	  relational	  benefits	  and	  customer	  satisfaction.	  Yen	  and	  Gwinner	  (2003)	  have	  researched	  the	  
effect	   of	   confidence	   benefits	   and	   special	   treatment	   in	   a	   SST	   context	   and	   concluded	   that	   both	  
dimensions	  of	  relational	  benefits	  had	  a	  positive	  effect	  on	  customer	  satisfaction.	  The	  author’s	  suggest	  
that	  relational	  benefits	  are	  an	  important	  construct	  in	  understanding	  customer	  satisfaction.	  Although	  
Yen	   and	   Gwinner	   (2003)	   did	   not	   research	   a	   possible	   relationship	   between	   social	   benefits	   and	  
customer	   satisfaction,	   another	   study	   has	   been	   found	   by	   Marzo-­‐Navarro	   et	   al.	   (2004)	   which	   did	  
research	   the	   relationship	   between	   social	   benefits	   and	   customer	   satisfaction.	   These	   authors	   found	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that	  companies	  who	  invest	  in	  social	  benefits	  like	  maintaining	  a	  stable	  personal	  relationship	  with	  its’	  
customers	  will	  create	  an	  overall	  positive	  effect	  on	  customer	  satisfaction.	  	  No	  previous	  research	  was	  
found	  which	   studied	   the	  presence	  of	   relational	   benefits	   and	   its	   influence	  on	   customer	   satisfaction	  
within	  the	  telecommunication	  industry.	  As	  stated	  in	  chapter	  1,	  it	  is	  of	  interest	  to	  extend	  the	  current	  
research	  towards	  the	  telecommunication	  industry	  due	  to	   it’s	  fast	  changing	  character,	  and	  to	  enrich	  
current	  findings.	  Therefore,	  based	  on	  previous	  results	  of	  non-­‐telecom	  industry	  findings	  the	  following	  
proposition	  is	  formulated:	  
Proposition	  4	  	   Customer's	  overall	  Relational	  Benefits,	  special	  treatment,	  confidence-­‐	  and	  social	  
benefits,	  in	  self-­‐service	  technologies,	  have	  a	  positive	  effect	  on	  Customer	  Satisfaction.	  
	  
	    
	   37	  
3.	  METHODOLOGY	  
3.1	   Research	  Design	  
This	  chapter	  outlines	  the	  exploratory	  research	  design	  used	  in	  this	  thesis.	  Based	  on	  the	  objective	  that	  
research,	   a	   research	   can	   be	   classified	   as	   descriptive,	   exploratory	   or	   explanatory	   (Saunders	   et	   al.,	  
2007).	  The	  objective	  of	  descriptive	  research	   is	  “to	  portray	  an	  accurate	  profile	  of	  persons,	  events	  or	  
situations”.	  Second,	  explanatory	  research	  seeks	  to	  establish	  causal	  relationships	  between	  variables.	  
Lastly,	  the	  objective	  of	  exploratory	  research	  is	  to	  find	  out	  “what	  is	  happening;	  to	  seek	  new	  insights;	  
to	  ask	  questions	  and	  to	  assess	  a	  new	  phenomena”	  (Saunders	  et	  al.,	  2007).	  	  
As	  mentioned	  in	  chapter	  2	  this	  study	  will	  not	  test	  hypotheses.	  This	  study	  is	  exploratory	  in	  nature	  with	  
the	   aim	   to	   propose	   a	   framework	   of	   what	   technology	   adoption	   factors	   influence	   the	   relational	  
benefits	   between	   customers	   and	   SSTs.	   A	   proposition	   can	   be	   defined	   as	   “a	   statement	   about	   the	  
concepts	   that	   may	   be	   judged	   as	   true	   or	   false	   if	   it	   refers	   to	   observable	   phenomena”	   (Cooper	   and	  
Schindler,	  1998	  p.	  53).	  Based	  on	  the	   literature	  review	  this	  study	  tries	   to	  explore	  new	   insights	   in	  an	  
observable	  phenomena:	  
(1)	  	   Support	   for	   the	   observable	   phenomena	   that	   relational	   benefits	   exist	   in	   a	   SST	   environment	  
(Wang	  and	  Hsu,	  2012);	  
	  (2)	  	   Based	  on	   insights	  of	  other	  studies	   that	  a	  better	  understanding	  needs	   to	  be	  created	  between	  
technology	  adoption	  factors	  and	  customer	  relationship	  (e.g.	  Schuman	  et	  al.,	  2012)	  
Data	  was	  collected	  trough	  the	  review	  of	  the	  literature	  and	  primary	  data	  through	  a	  survey	  to	  test	  the	  
propositions.	   The	   reason	   choosing	   for	   an	   exploratory	   research	   set-­‐up	   is	   that	   there	   is	   not	   enough	  
empirical	   foundation	  available	   for	   the	   indicated	   research	   gap	   to	  develop	  hypotheses.	  According	   to	  
Hartmann	  and	  Moers	  (2003)	  hypotheses	  require	  being	  explicitly	  derived	  from	  theory	  and	  consistent	  
with	  prior	  evidence,	  and	  that	   the	  resulting	  theory	   is	  summarized	   in	  these	  hypotheses.	  Although	  no	  
direct	  support	  was	  found	  for	  a	  relationship	  between	  TRAM	  and	  relational	  benefits,	  this	  study	  is	  well	  
derived	  from	  theoretical	  frameworks	  provided	  by	  the	  underlying	  disciplines.	  Shrivastava	  (1987)	  refers	  
to	  this	  as	  the	  conceptual	  adequacy	  of	  a	  study.	  Conceptual	  adequacy	  “measures	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  
research	  programs	  apply	  the	  knowledge	  developed	  in	  their	  base	  disciplines	  to	  generate	  theoretically	  
adequate	  conceptual	   frameworks	  or	   raise	  theoretically	   interesting	   issues”	   (Shrivastava	   ,1987	  p.	  78).	  
Further,	   Yin	   (2003)	   suggests	   organizing	   and	   directing	   your	   data	   analysis	   based	   on	   the	   developed	  
propositions	   through	   identifying	   the	  main	  variables	  and	   themes	   in	   your	   research	  project	   and	  build	  
consequently	   a	   theoretical	   framework.	   Yin	   (2003)	   states	   that	   this	   theoretical	   framework	   can	   be	  
based	  on	  a	  mixture	  of	   theory	  and	  your	  own	  expectations.	  As	   such,	   it	   is	   therefore	  not	  necessary	   to	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have	  an	  explanatory	   framework	   to	   test	   these	  propositions	   (Yin,	  2003).	  Within	   this	  perspective,	   the	  
conceptual	  framework	  as	  illustrated	  in	  figure	  4	  is	  grounded	  in	  the	  base	  disciplines	  of	  the	  technology	  
adoption	  literature	  (TAM,	  TR	  and	  TRAM	  models)	  and	  the	  customer	  relationship	  literature	  (relational	  
benefits	   and	   customer	   satisfaction).	   Subsequently,	   the	   propositions	   were	   deducted	   from	   these	  
theories	  and	  carefully	  enriched	  with	  own	  expectations.	  	  
In	  terms	  of	  the	  research	  instruments,	  Graziano	  and	  Raulin	  (2004)	  refer	  to	  exploratory	  research	  as	  a	  
low-­‐constraint	   research	   method	   (e.g.	   case	   studies),	   but	   the	   authors	   state	   that,	   despite	   often	   low	  
contraints	  methods	  are	  used	  for	  exploratory	  research,	  a	  researcher	  can	  decide	  to	  use	  also	  more	  high	  
contraint	  methods	   (e.g.	   surveys).	   	  Graziano	   and	  Raulin	   (2004)	   argue	   that	   it	  would	  be	   a	  mistake	   to	  
think	   that	   exploratory	   research	   is	   only	   limited	   to	   low-­‐constraint	   methods.	   More	   higher	   contraint	  
methods	  can	  be	  the	  next	  steps	  of	  exploration	  in	  an	  exploratory	  research	  set-­‐up.	  A	  similar	  position	  is	  
taken	   by	   Shields	   and	   Tajalli	   (2006),	   that	   exploratory	   research	   can	   take	   many	   forms	   and	   are	   not	  
limited	   to	   qualitative	   research	   techniques	   like	   interviews	   or	   focus	   groups.	   Furthermore,	   this	   study	  
use	  Structural	  Equation	  Modeling	  (SEM)	  to	  test	  the	  conceptual	  framework	  and	  proposition	  as	  defined	  
in	   chapter	   2.	   Groenland	   and	   Stalpers	   (2012)	   state	   that	   SEM	   models	   can	   be	   used	   for	   exploratory	  
research	  as	  SEM	  models	  can	  orginate	  from	  different	  types	  of	  sources;	  like	  exploratory	  research.	  	  
3.2	   Data	  collection	  
Data	  was	  collected	  for	  the	  development	  of	  the	  research	  framework	  and	  propositions.	  This	  data	  was	  
obtained	  through	  journals	  from	  the	  disciplines	  of	  technology	  adoption,	  self-­‐service	  technologies	  and	  
relationship	  marketing.	  Examples	  of	   journals	  used	   include:	   International	   Journal	  of	  Service	   Industry	  
Management,	   International	   Business	   Research,	   Journal	   of	   Retailing	   Journal	   of	   Retailing	   and	  
Consumer	  Service.	  	  
Successively,	  the	  primary	  data	  was	  collected	  through	  a	  self-­‐administered	  Internet	  survey.	  	  The	  choice	  
for	   an	   Internet	   survey	   stems	   from	   the	   advantages	   compared	   to	   other	   survey	   methods:	   Internet	  
surveys	  are	  easy	   to	   implement,	   are	  of	   low	  cost,	   and	  are	  an	  efficient	  way	   to	   collect	  data	   in	  a	   short	  
time	  frame	  (Graziano	  and	  Raulin,	  2004).	  	  Given	  the	  time-­‐constraints	  of	  this	  study,	  an	  Internet	  survey	  
had	  a	  better	  fit.	  The	  survey	  was	  posted	  within	  the	  self-­‐service	  website	  which	  was	  sent	  to	  one	  out	  of	  
ten	  visitors	  of	  the	  self-­‐service	  technology.	  	  
3.3	  	   Sample	  selection	  and	  research	  object	  
Online	  self-­‐service	   in	   the	   telecommunication	   industry	  has	  been	  chosen	  as	   the	   research	  object.	  The	  
target	  population	  of	  this	  study	  is	  a	  telecom	  provider	  in	  the	  Dutch	  market.	  Online	  self-­‐service	  is	  very	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common	  in	  the	  Dutch	  market	  and	  each	  telecom	  provider	  offers	  online	  self-­‐services	  to	  its	  customers3.	  
Customers	   of	   these	   telecom	   providers	   can	   use	   these	   online	   self-­‐services	   to	   find	   information	   and	  
usage	   of	   their	   phone	   plan,	   add	   or	   remove	   additional	   services,	   migrate	   their	   tariff	   or	   retain	   their	  
contract.	  	  	  
Referring	  back	  to	  the	  classification	  schemes	  of	  Meuter	  et	  al.	  (2000)	  and	  Schumann	  et	  al.	  (2012)	  this	  
research	   object	   is	   focused	   on	   a	   customer-­‐based	   self-­‐service	   and	   with	   the	   purpose	   of	   Customer	  
Service	  and	  Transactions	  through	  an	  Online/Internet	  Interface	  (see	  figure	  3	  and	  table	  2).	  	  
The	   respondents	   included	   in	  our	   sample	  were	   customers	  of	   the	  Dutch	   telecom	  provider	  Vodafone	  
and	  users	  of	   the	  online	   self-­‐service	  portal	   (my.vodafone.nl).	  One	  out	  of	   ten	  users	  of	   this	   SST	  were	  
prompted	   with	   a	   questionnaire	   after	   using	   the	   self-­‐service	   for	   at	   least	   10	   seconds.	   Furthermore,	  
users	   of	   the	   SST	   had	   to	   be	   a	   customer	  with	   the	   telecom	   provider	   and	   have	   already	   set-­‐up	   a	   self-­‐
service	  account	  with	  the	  subjected	  self-­‐service	  portal.	  
3.2	   Instrument	  development	  
Construct	   validity	   refers	   to	   “the	   degree	   to	  which	   the	   theory	   or	   theories	   behind	   the	   research	   study	  
provides	  the	  best	  explanation	  for	  the	  results	  observed”	  (Graziano	  and	  Raulin,	  2004	  p.	  181).	  This	  study	  
controls	   its	   validity	   by	   choosing	   instruments	   measures,	   which	   have	   already	   been	   validated	   by	  
previous	  studies.	  As	  a	  result,	  this	  study	  will	  base	  its	  measures	  on	  the	  existing	  validated	  instruments	  
for	  technology	  adoption	  of	  Davis	   (1989)	  and	  Parasuraman	  (2000)	  (combined	   in	  the	  TRAM	  model	  of	  
Lin	   et	   al.	   (2007)	   and	   for	   relational	   benefits	   the	   instrument	   of	   Gwinner	   et	   al.	   (1998).	   A	   number	   of	  
previously	   conducted	   studies	  have	   reviewed	   the	   initial	  developed	  scales	  of	  above	   researchers,	  and	  
applied	   them	   towards	   studying	   self-­‐service	   technologies.	   These	   studies	   have	   been	   reviewed	   on	  
relevance	  and	  were	  used	  to	  select	  the	  questionaire	  items	  for	  this	  study.	  	  
3.2.1	  Operationalizing	  TAM	  	  
The	  original	   developed	   scales	  by	  Davis	   (1987)	   for	  perceived	  usefulness	   (PU)	   and	  perceived	  ease	  of	  
use	   (PEOU)	   were	   aimed	   to	   measure	   the	   technology	   adoption	   of	   using	   an	   information	   system	   by	  
employees	   in	   their	   job.	   	   Subsequent	   studies	   have	   applied	   these	   original	   developed	   scales	   in	   the	  
context	  of	  self-­‐service	  technologies.	  As	  such,	  this	  study	  will	   lend	  the	  scales	  as	  developed	  by	  Curran	  
and	  Meuter	  (2005)	  for	  measuring	  PU	  and	  PEOU.	  The	  reason	  for	  using	  the	  scales	  developed	  by	  Curran	  
and	  Meuter	  (2005)	  is	  twofold:	  similar	  to	  this	  study,	  Curran	  and	  Meuter	  (2005)	  applied	  the	  scales	  for	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3	  Online	  self-­‐service	  portals	  in	  the	  Dutch	  market	  
Company	  Vodafone:	  http://my.vodafone.nl	  
Company	  KPN:	  https://www.kpn.com/prive/mijnkpn/inloggen.htm	  
Company	  T-­‐Mobile:	  https://www.t-­‐mobile.nl/my_t-­‐mobile/htdocs/page/my_tmobile/login/login-­‐nav.aspx	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measuring	  the	  adoption	  of	  self-­‐service	  technologies.	  Second,	  the	  self-­‐service	  technology	  used	  in	  the	  
study	  of	  Curran	  and	  Meuter	  (2005)	  included,	  similar	  to	  this	  study,	  an	  online	  self-­‐service	  technology.	  
Appendix	   A	   lists	   the	   scales	   of	   PU	   and	   PEOU	   from	  Curran	   and	  Meuter	   (2005)	   and	   the	   adjustments	  
made	  for	  this	  study.	  	  
3.2.2	  Operationalizing	  Technology	  Readiness	  (TR)	  	  
The	  initial	  developed	  TR	  model	  of	  Parasuraman	  (2000)	  consisted	  in	  total	  of	  36	  items.	  As	  this	  research	  
combines	   TAM	   and	   TR	   via	   TRAM	   and	   relational	   benefits	   there	   is	   a	   need	   to	   control	   for	   possible	  
respondent	  fatique.	  Otherwise,	  the	  study	  runs	  the	  risk	  for	  low	  reponse	  rates	  or	  incomplete	  surveys.	  
In	  their	  study,	  Liljander	  et	  al.	   (2006)	  reduced	  the	  36	   items	  down	  to	  12	   items;	  three	  for	  each	  of	  the	  
four	   dimensions:	   optimism,	   innovativeness,	   discomfort	   and	   insecurity.	   The	   authors	   made	   their	  
decision	  based	  on	  the	  factor	  loadings	  of	  each	  item	  from	  the	  initial	  research	  of	  Parasuraman	  (2000).	  
As	  the	  research	  of	  Liljander	  et	  al.	  (2006),	  similar	  to	  this	  study,	  focus	  on	  self-­‐service	  technologies	  via	  
the	  Internet	  the	  12	  items	  scale	  as	  used	  by	  Liljander	  et	  al.	  (2006)	  will	  be	  used.	  Appendix	  A	  shows	  the	  
operationalized	   scales.	   The	   authors,	   concluded	   their	   research	   by	   suggesting	   that	   the	   scales	   initial	  
developed	   for	   TR	   are	   to	   general	   to	   capture	   domain-­‐specific	   differences.	   As	   such,	   Liljander	   et	   al.	  
(2006)	  suggest	  to	  adapt	  the	  scales	  to	  context-­‐specific	  settings,	  so	  that,	  the	  scales	  represent	  a	  more	  
closely	   accurate	   situation.	   In	   this	   study	   we	   can	   argue	   that	   consumers	   using	   the	   self-­‐service	  
technology	  already	  have	  to	  some	  extent	  basic	  computer	  skills	  and	  have	  to	  some	  level	  computer	  self-­‐
efficacy.	   Therefore	   the	   scales	   are	   adapted	   to	   the	   context-­‐specific	   situation	   of	   the	   self-­‐service	  
technology	  at	  hand	  (as	  recommended	  by	  Liljander	  et	  al.	  (2006)).	  
3.2.2	  Operationalizing	  Relational	  Benefits	  	  
The	  literature	  review	  revealed	  only	  a	  limited	  number	  of	  studies	  applying	  relational	  benefits	  in	  a	  SST	  
context.	  But	  most	  recent	  Wang	  and	  Hsu	  (2012)	  studied	  relational	  benefits	  in	  a	  SST	  context.	  Reusing	  
their	   scales	  was	  unfortunately	   not	   possible	   as	   their	   published	   article	  does	  not	   provide	   the	   applied	  
scales	  for	  relational	  benefits.	  This	  study	  will	  use	  the	  initital	  developed	  scales	  by	  Gwinner	  et	  al.	  (1998).	  
As	   this	   research	   is	  of	  exploratory	  nature	   its	  of	   interest	   to	  see	  how	  many	  of	   the	  scales	  of	   the	   initial	  
developed	  model	  of	  Gwinner	  et	  al.	   (1998)	   still	  hold	   in	  a	  SST	  environment.	  The	  scales	   for	   relational	  
benefits	   by	   Gwinner	   et	   al.	   (1998)	   were	   developed	   for	   measuring	   relational	   benefits	   in	   a	   non-­‐
technology	  mediated	  service	  delivery	  context;	  that	  is,	  with	  the	  inclusion	  of	  service	  personnel	  as	  part	  
of	  the	  service	  interaction.	  In	  this	  study,	  the	  subject	   is	  a	  SST	  with	  no	  service	  personnel	  being	  part	  of	  
the	   service	   interaction.	   Therefore	   some	   of	   the	   questions	   for	   measuring	   social	   benefits	   are	   not	  
relevant	   for	   this	   study,	   as	   a	   result,	   were	   excluded	   from	   this	   study	   (see	   appendix	   A).	   Appendix	   A,	  
shows	  the	  orginal	  developed	  scales	  of	  Gwinner	  et	  al.	  (1998)	  and	  the	  adjustments	  made	  for	  this	  study.	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3.2.2	  Operationalizing	  Customer	  Satisfaction	  	  
As	  mentioned	  previously	  the	  effect	  of	  technology	  adoption	  on	  customer	  satisfaction	  and	  the	  effect	  of	  
relational	  benefits	  on	  customer	  satisfaction	  have	  been	  researched	  before	  (e.g.	  Chen	  et	  al.,	  2009;	  Son	  
and	   Han	   2011;	   Henning-­‐Thurau	   et	   al.,	   2002;	   Yen	   and	   Gwinner	   2003).	   Yen	   and	   Gwinner	   (2003)	  
investigated	  the	  effect	  of	  relational	  benefits	  on	  customer	  satisfaction	  in	  an	  online	  SST	  environment,	  
as	  the	  study	  object	  used	  is	  similar	  to	  this	  study,	  this	  study	  lends	  the	  scales	  for	  measuring	  customer	  
satisfaction	  from	  these	  authors.	  Furthermore,	  this	  study	  lends	  an	  additional	  scale	  from	  the	  study	  of	  
Henning-­‐Thurau	   et	   al.	   (2002)	   who	   also	   researched	   the	   effect	   of	   relational	   benefits	   on	   customer	  
satisfaction.	  This	  results	  in	  a	  total	  of	  3	  scales	  for	  measuring	  customer	  satisfaction.	  The	  applied	  scales	  
are	  listed	  in	  Appendix	  A.	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4.	  RESULTS	  
In	  this	  chapter	  the	  results	  obtained	  from	  the	  administered	  survey	  are	  described.	  First	  the	  descriptive	  
statistics	  are	  presented.	  Next	  the	  sample	  characteristics	  and	  normality	  of	  the	  sample	  are	  discussed.	  	  
Third,	   the	   factor	   analysis	   is	   discussed	   to	   test	   reliability	   and	   construct	   validity	   of	   the	   used	  
measurement	  scales.	  Finally,	  Structural	  Equation	  Modeling	  (SEM)	  is	  applied	  to	  test	  the	  significance	  of	  
the	  different	  relations	  as	  proposed	  in	  the	  propositions	  in	  chapter	  2.	  	  
4.1	  Descriptive	  Statistics	  	  
By	  examining	   the	  mean	  values	   (Appendix	  B)	  one	  should	  note	   that	  a	   larger	  part	  of	   the	  respondents	  
have	   scored	   high	   on	   PU	   and	   PEOU.	   Also	   the	   respondents	   have	   scored	   Confidence	   Benefits	   and	  
Customer	  Satisfaction	  relatively	  high.	  When	  examining	  the	  mean	  values	  of	  the	  Technology	  Readiness	  
dimension	   Insecurity	   one	   can	   observe	   that	   respondents	   had	   indifferent	   answers	   on	   the	   questions	  
“You	  do	  not	  feel	  confident	  doing	  business	  with	  a	  place	  that	  can	  only	  be	  reached	  online.”,	  “You	  don’t	  
consider	  it	  safe	  giving	  out	  a	  credit	  card	  number	  over	  a	  computer”	  and	  “Any	  business	  transaction	  you	  
do	   electronically	   should	   be	   confirmed	   later	   with	   something	   in	   written.”	   (Respectively	   TR_INS_1	   –	  
TR_INS_3).	  Next,	  the	  normality	  of	  each	  scale	  item	  has	  been	  assessed.	  First	  the	  results	  were	  examined	  
if	  all	  questions	  had	  standard	  deviations	  below	  the	  critical	  value	  of	  2	  (Hair,	  et	  al.,	  2009).	  The	  results	  in	  
Appendix	   B	   indicates	   that	   none	   of	   the	   questions	   had	   standard	   deviations	   higher	   than	   2.	   With	  
Insecurity	   reporting	   the	  highest	   standard	  deviations	  of	   1.8,	   1.8,	   and	  1.9	   for	   respectively	   TR_INS_1,	  
TR_INS_2,	   and	   TR_INS_3.	   Second,	   the	   skewness	   has	   been	   assessed	   for	   each	   scale.	   Skewness	   is	   a	  
metric	  of	   symmetry	   in	   the	  distribution	  of	   the	   collected	  data,	   compared	   to	  normal	  distributed	  data	  
(Hair	  et	  al.,	  2009).	  The	  authors	  argue	  that	  skewness	  numbers	  outside	  the	  range	  of	   -­‐1.00	  –	  1.00	  are	  
considered	   as	   substantial.	   With	   the	   exception	   of	   three	   scales	   (TAM_PU_1,	   TAM_PEOU_1,	   and	  
RB_CON_4)	  all	  scales	  had	  a	  skewness	  between	  -­‐1.00	  –	  1.00.	  Besides	  that	  three	  of	  the	  questions	  in	  the	  
dataset	   are	   skewed	  and	  outside	   the	  proposed	   range	  of	   -­‐1.00	  –	  1.00,	  Hair	   et	   al.	   (2009)	   argues	   that	  
skewness	  is	  less	  of	  a	  concern	  when	  the	  sample	  is	  larger	  than	  200	  respondents.	  This	  implies	  that	  the	  
skewness	  concern	  of	  these	  three	  scales	  is	  small	  as	  the	  sample	  of	  this	  study	  counts	  355	  respondents.	  
In	  addition,	  another	  way	  to	  assess	  normality	  is	  to	  create	  Q-­‐Q	  plots.	  Appendix	  C	  visualizes	  all	  Q-­‐Q	  plots	  
for	  all	  scales	  used	  in	  this	  study.	  The	  observed	  values	  from	  the	  dataset	  are	  close	  to	  the	  normality	  line,	  
providing	   another	   indication	   that	   the	   data	   can	   be	   assumed	   to	   be	   distributed	   normally	   (Green	   and	  
Salkind,	  2005).	  	  	  
4.1.1.	  Sample	  characteristics	  	  
The	  data	  has	  been	  collected	   in	  March	  2013,	  via	  the	  online	  portal	  My	  Vodafone.	  Ten	  percent	  of	  the	  
visitors	  were	  asked	  to	  participate	  in	  the	  survey	  after	  been	  logged	  in	  for	  at	  least	  10	  seconds.	  In	  total	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there	   were	   391	   responses	   collected	   over	   a	   period	   of	   one	   week.	   As	   this	   thesis	   focus	   only	   on	   the	  
customers	  in	  the	  postpaid	  segment;	  the	  respondents	  who	  indicated	  to	  be	  a	  prepaid	  customer	  were	  
excluded	   from	   the	   data	   set.	   Consequently,	   the	   data	   set	   was	   examined	   to	   identify	   outliers.	   The	  
variance	  of	  each	  respondent’s	  individual	  scores	  was	  calculated	  to	  find	  respondents	  who	  filled	  in	  the	  
same	  scores	  for	  each	  question.	  This	  resulted	  in	  the	  deletion	  of	  an	  additional	  eight	  respondents	  from	  
the	  sample.	  In	  total,	  the	  scores	  of	  355	  respondents	  were	  used	  for	  the	  analysis.	  	  
The	  sample	  consists	  of	  a	  slightly	  uneven	  gender	  distribution	  with	  57.7%	  male	  and	  40.8%	  female.	  The	  
remainder	  1.4%	  respondents	  did	  not	  indicate	  their	  gender.	  In	  addition,	  the	  age	  distribution	  was	  also	  
slightly	  uneven.	  Within	  the	  sample	  was	  32.1%	  under	  the	  age	  of	  35,	  42.8%	  between	  35	  and	  55	  years	  
and	  24.8%	  above	  56	  (see	  Appendix	  D).	  A	  note	  needs	  to	  be	  made	  that	  the	  lowest	  possible	  score	  was	  
18	  as	  this	  is	  the	  age	  requirement	  to	  be	  a	  My	  Vodafone	  postpaid	  user.	  These	  variations	  in	  age	  are	  an	  
indication	  that	  SST’s	  are	  more	  and	  more	  used	  across	  age	  groups.	  	  
The	   majority	   of	   the	   respondents	   can	   be	   characterized	   as	   active	   users	   of	   Vodafone’s	   self-­‐service	  
technology	  (My	  Vodafone)	  as	  30.4%	  of	  the	  respondents	  indicated	  to	  use	  it	  on	  a	  weekly	  basis	  41.1%	  of	  
the	  respondents	   indicated	  to	  use	  the	  SST	  multiple	  times	  per	  month.	  Finally,	  28.5%	  indicated	  to	  use	  
the	   SST	   less	   than	   once	   a	  month.	   This	   is	   in	   line	   with	   the	   results	   found	   in	   the	   literature	   review,	   in	  
chapter	  2,	  that	  SST’s	  are	  becoming	  more	  important	  in	  our	  daily	  lives.	  	  See	  Appendix	  D	  for	  the	  sample	  
characteristics.	  	  
4.2	  Exploratory	  Factor	  Analysis:	  Measurement	  model	  
The	  reliability	  of	  the	  scales	  were	  assed	  using	  SPSS.	  Next,	  using	  SPSS,	  exploratory	  factor	  analysis	  was	  
used	   to	   evaluate	   all	   measures	   on	   construct	   validity.	   Finally,	   SmartPLS	   was	   used	   to	   create	   the	  
Structural	  Equation	  Model	  (SEM).	  
4.2.1	  Reliability	  	  
A	   reliability	   test	  was	   conducted	   to	   test	   to	  which	   degree	   the	  measures	   are	   internally	   consistent	   in	  
their	  measurement	   (Hair	   et	   al.,	   2009).	   The	   reliability	  measure,	   Cronbach’s	  α,	   should	  be	   taken	   as	   a	  
rule	  of	   thumb;	  anything	   larger	   than	  or	  equal	   to	   .7,	   to	  suggests	  a	  good	  reliability	   (Hair	  et	  al.,	  2009).	  
This	  means,	  that	  the	  measures	  within	  the	  latent	  construct	  are	   interrelated.	  How	  well	  the	  individual	  
measures	  represent	  the	  theoretical	  latent	  construct	  is	  referred	  to	  as	  the	  construct	  validity	  (Hair	  et	  al.,	  
2009).	   Besides	   the	  measurement	   to	   validate	   the	   construct	   validity	   of	   this	   study,	   Hair	   et	   al.	   (2009)	  
refers	  to	  face	  validity,	  which	  is	  the	  researchers	  judgment	  if	  the	  items	  belong	  to	  the	  construct.	  In	  the	  
case	  of	  this	  study,	  the	  face	  validity	  can	  be	  regarded	  as	  good,	  as	  all	   items	  were	  taken	  from	  previous	  
studies	   that	   measured	   the	   same	   latent	   constructs:	   TR,	   TAM,	   Relational	   Benefits,	   and	   Customer	  
Satisfaction	   (see	   section	   3.2).	   Table	   4	   shows	   the	   scores	   from	   the	   reliability	   analysis.	   PU	   has	   the	  
	   44	  
highest	  reliability	  score	  (.901),	  and	  all	  other	  scores,	  with	  the	  exception	  of	  discomfort	  and	  insecurity,	  
are	  above	  the	  cut	  off	  value	  of	  .7.	  The	  construct	  discomfort	  and	  insecurity	  are	  scoring	  below	  the	  cut	  
off	  value	  of	  .7	  respectively	  .580	  and	  .501.	  These	  results	  are	  of	  concern,	  as	  the	  individual	  measures	  do	  
not	   interrelate	   and	   therefore	   suggest	   that	   the	   combined	   individual	   measures	   for	   discomfort	   and	  
insecurity	  are	  not	  representing	  the	  constructs.	  Additional	  reliability	  analyses	  were	  made	  to	  remove	  
one	   or	   two	  measures	   to	   see	   if	   the	   reliability	   scores	   of	   Discomfort	   and	   Insecurity	   would	   improve.	  
Results	  did	  not	  indicate	  better	  reliability	  scores.	  The	  indication	  that	  the	  measures	  of	  Discomfort	  and	  
Insecurity	  do	  not	  measure	  the	   latent	  construct	  would	  suggest	  removing	  the	   items	  from	  the	  model.	  
Instead,	   at	   this	   point,	   the	   decision	   was	  made	   to	   keep	   discomfort	   and	   insecurity	   in	   the	  model	   for	  
further	  analysis	  during	  the	  factor	  analysis.	  
Construct	   Number	  of	  
items	  
Cronbach’s	  α	   	  
Optimism	  (OPT)	   3	   .782	   	  
Innovativeness	  (INN)	   3	   .765	   	  
Discomfort	  (DIS)	   3	   .580	   	  
Insecurity	  (INS)	   3	   .501	   	  
Perceived	  Ease	  of	  use	  (PEOU)	   3	   .772	   	  
Perceived	  Usefulness	  (PU)	   3	   .901	   	  
Confidence	  Benefits	  (CON)	   6	   .860	   	  
Special	  Treatment	  (SPT)	   5	   .800	   	  
Social	  Benefits	  (SOC)	   3	   .815	   	  
Customer	  Satisfaction	  CS)	   3	   .881	   	  
Table	  4:	  Reliability	  analysis	  
4.2.2.	  Exploratory	  Factor	  analysis:	  the	  measurement	  model	  
To	   test	   the	   constructs	  with	   the	   individual	  measures	   of	   TR,	   TAM,	  Relational	   Benefits	   and	  Customer	  
Satisfaction	  an	  exploratory	  factor	  analysis	  was	  conducted	  using	  SPSS.	  The	  goal	  of	  the	  factor	  analysis	  is	  
to	  summarize	  (or	  condense)	  the	  information	  contained	  in	  the	  individual	  measures	  into	  a	  new	  smaller	  
set	   of	   variables	   representing	   the	   dimensions	   of	   TR,	   TAM,	   Relational	   Benefits,	   and	   Customer	  
Satisfaction	   (Hair	   et	   al.,	   2009).	   The	   factor	   analysis	   was	   executed	   with	   the	   Maximum	   likelihood	  
extraction	  method	  with	  an	  oblique	  rotation.	  According	  to	  Hair	  et	  al.	   (2009)	  oblique	  rotation	   is	  best	  
suitable	   when	   constructs	   are	   based	   on	   several	   theoretical	   meaningful	   factors.	   In	   the	   case	   of	   this	  
study	  the	  constructs	  were	  chosen	  based	  on	  previous	  research	  and	  therefore	  oblique	  rotation	  can	  be	  
regarded	  as	  suitable	  for	  this	  study.	  	  
Model	   Bartlett’s	  Test	  of	  
Sphericity	  (sig	  <	  .05)	  
TAM	   .000	  
Technology	  Readiness	   .000	  
Relational	  Benefits	   .000	  
Customer	  Satisfaction	   .000	  
Table	  5:	  Results:	  Bartlett’s	  Test	  of	  Sphericity	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A	  requirement	  to	  use	  factor	  analysis	   is	  to	  test	   if	  sufficient	  correlation	  exists	  among	  the	  variables.	  A	  
Bartlett’s	   test	  of	   Sphericity	  has	  been	  conducted	   to	   test	   this	  assumption	   (Hair	  et	  al.,	   2009).	   Table	  5	  
exhibits	   the	   results	  with	  a	  95%	  confidence	   interval.	   The	   results	   indicate	   that	   sufficient	   correlations	  
exist	  and	  thus	  factor	  analysis	  can	  be	  conducted	  for	  this	  study.	  The	  following	  approach	  has	  been	  taken	  
to	  assess	  the	  results	  of	  the	  factor	  analysis:	  in	  the	  pattern	  matrix,	  the	  factor	  loadings	  were	  examined,	  
which	  requires	  being	   larger	  than	   .3	  with	  a	  sample	  of	  350	  or	   larger	  (Hair	  et	  al.,	  2009).	  Furthermore,	  
the	  pattern	  matrix	  has	  been	  examined	  on	  cross-­‐loadings	  for	  loadings	  higher	  than	  the	  cut-­‐off	  value	  of	  
.3.	  Cross	  loadings	  larger	  than	  .3	  indicates	  that	  variables	  are	  significant	  loaded	  towards	  more	  than	  one	  
factor	   and	   therefore	   not	   distinctly	   appointed	   to	   one	   factor	   (Hair	   et	   al.,	   2009).	   Finally	   the	  
communalities	  were	  assessed.	  Communalities	  are	  used	  to	  assess	  how	  much	  variance	  in	  a	  variable	  is	  
explained	   by	   the	   factor	   solution	   (Hair	   et	   al.,	   2009).	   According	   to	   Hair	   et	   al.	   (2009)	   communalities	  
should	  be	  higher	  than	  .5.	  	  
While	  aiming	   for	   good	  construct	   validity,	   the	  aforementioned	  assessments	  and	   their	   cut-­‐off	   values	  
are	  used	  to	  reduce	  the	  number	  of	  measures	  (or	  variables)	  from	  the	  observed	  model.	  The	  model	  is	  re-­‐
specified	   after	   each	   assessment	   until	   the	   factor	   analysis	  met	   the	   above	   requirements.	   Part	   of	   this	  
construct	   validity	   is	   the	   convergent	   validity	   where	   the	   variables	   within	   the	   construct	   have	   high	  
proportions	  of	  variance	   in	  common	  (Hair	  et	  al.,	  2009).	  Below	  the	  summary	  of	   the	   factor	  analysis	   is	  
given.	  The	  final	  factor	  analysis	  results	  can	  be	  found	  in	  Appendix	  E.	  	  
When	   examining	   the	   results	   of	   the	   first	   iteration	   of	   the	   factor	   analysis	   it	   was	   observed	   that	   the	  
communalities	  of	  all	  measures	  of	  Insecurity	  and	  Discomfort	  were	  below	  the	  cut-­‐off	  value	  of	  .5	  (Hair	  
et	  al.,	  2009).	  This	   is	  an	   indication	   that	   these	  measures	  explain	   low	   levels	  of	  variances	  of	   the	   factor	  
solution.	  Second	  the	  Discomfort	  measure:	  “is	  embarrassing	  when	  you	  have	  trouble	  with	  a	  high-­‐	  tech	  
gadget	  while	  people	  are	  watching”;	  had	  cross-­‐loadings	  of	  .3	  with	  Innovativeness.	  Hence,	  contributing	  
to	   both	   Discomfort	   and	   Innovativeness.	   Besides	   the	   cross	   loading	   and	   the	   low	   levels	   of	  
communalities	   the	   factor	   loadings	  were	   very	   small	   (just	   above	   the	   cut-­‐off	   value	  of	   .3).	  With	   these	  
poor	  results	  and	  the	  earlier	  reported	  Cronbach’s	  α	  value	  of	  .580	  the	  conclusion	  can	  be	  made	  that	  the	  
three	  measures	  used	  do	  not	  explain	   the	  TR	  dimension	  of	  Discomfort.	  As	  a	   result,	   the	  decision	  was	  
made	  to	  remove	  Discomfort	  from	  the	  measurement	  model.	  Moreover	  the	  TR	  dimension	  Insecurity,	  
which	  had	  a	   reliability	  of	   .501	   (see	   table	  4)	  had	  also	   low	  communalities	   ranging	  between	   .231	  and	  
.319	  for	  the	  three	  used	  measures.	  Their	  reported	  factor	  loadings	  were	  just	  above	  the	  cut-­‐off	  value	  of	  
.3.	  Therefore,	  the	  decision	  has	  been	  made	  to	  also	  remove	  Insecurity	  from	  the	  TR	  model.	  A	  new	  factor	  
analysis	   was	   made	   with	   only	   the	   TR	   dimensions	   Innovativeness	   and	   Optimism	   (the	   results	   are	  
reported	  in	  Appendix	  E).	  When	  examining	  the	  pattern	  matrix	  all	  factor	  loadings	  are	  above	  the	  cut-­‐off	  
value	  of	  .3.	  As	  indicated	  in	  table	  4,	  the	  reliabilities	  for	  these	  measures	  are	  above	  the	  cut-­‐off	  value	  of	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.7	   for	   the	   Cronbach’s	   α.	   A	   small	   concern	   remains	   the	   communalities	   of	   Innovativeness:	   “You	   can	  
usually	   figure	  out	  new	  high-­‐tech	  products	  and	  services	  without	  the	  help	  of	  others”	   (communality	  of	  
.252)	  and	  Optimism:	  “Products	  and	  services	  which	  use	  the	  newest	  technologies	  are	  more	  convenient	  
to	   use”	   (communality	   of	   .327).	   But	   as	   the	   factor	   loadings	   and	   Cronbach’s	   α	   are	   supportive,	   the	  
decision	  was	  made	  to	  keep	  these	  measures	  in	  the	  final	  model.	  This	  is	  in	  line	  with	  Hair	  et	  al.	  (2009)	  to	  
assess	  and	  make	  decisions	  based	  on	  several	  indicators;	  and	  preferably	  not	  just	  one	  indicator.	  	  
For	  TAM	  a	  factor	  analysis	  was	  performed	  and	  all	  factor	  loadings	  were	  above	  the	  .3	  cut-­‐off	  value	  and	  
no	   cross-­‐loadings	  were	  detected.	   In	  addition,	   all	   communalities	  were	  above	   the	   cut-­‐off	   value	  of	   .5	  
with	   the	   exception	   of	   the	   PEOU	   measure:	   “I	   find	   My	   Vodafone	   difficult	   to	   use”	   which	   had	   a	  
communality	   of	   .151.	   As	   Hair	   et	   al.	   (2009)	   recommends	   having	   at	   least	   3	   measures	   per	   latent	  
construct	  and	  the	  Cronbach’s	  α	  was	  larger	  than	  .7,	  and	  no	  concerns	  were	  raised	  based	  on	  the	  factor	  
loadings	  the	  decision	  was	  made	  to	  keep	  the	  measure	  in	  the	  measurement	  model.	  	  
The	  factor	  analysis	  of	  Relational	  Benefits	  resulted	  in	  some	  measure	  reductions.	  First,	  the	  confidence	  
benefits	  measure	  “I	  believe	  there	  is	  less	  risk	  that	  something	  will	  go	  wrong	  by	  using	  My	  Vodafone”	  had	  
high	  cross	   loadings	  with	  special	  treatment	  (.495)	  and	  the	  Confidence	  Benefit:	  “I	  get	  the	  Vodafone’s	  
highest	   level	   of	   service”	   had	   high	   cross	   loadings	   with	   Social	   Benefits	   (.379).	   Both	   measures	   were	  
removed	  from	  the	  measurement	  model,	  and	  in	  line	  with	  the	  recommendation	  from	  Hair	  et	  al.	  (2009)	  
still	  three	  measures	  remained	  in	  the	  construct	  of	  Confidence	  Benefits.	  Finally,	  the	  measure	  of	  Special	  
Treatment:	  “	  I	  am	  placed	  higher	  on	  the	  priority	  list	  when	  there	  is	  a	  line.”	   	  reported	  a	  communalities	  
below	   the	  cut-­‐off	   value	  of	   .5	   (.125)	  and	  had	  a	   factor	   loading	  of	  below	   .3.	  After	   removal,	   still	   three	  
measures	   still	   remain	   in	   the	   Special	   Treatment	   construct	   the	   decision	   was	   made	   to	   remove	   this	  
Special	  Treatment	  measure.	  	  
Finally,	  the	  factor	  analysis	  results	  for	  Customer	  Satisfaction	  provided	  communalities	   larger	  than	  the	  
cut-­‐off	   value	   of	   .5	   and	   factor	   loadings	   higher	   than	   the	   cut-­‐off	   value	   of	   .3.	   Therefore	   no	  measures	  
were	  removed	  and	  all	  three	  measures	  remained	  in	  the	  final	  measurement	  model	  (see	  Appendix	  E).	  	  
Next,	  by	   inspecting	  the	  correlation	  matrix	  the	  discriminant	  validity	  has	  been	  assessed.	  Discriminant	  
validity	  “is	  the	  degree	  to	  which	  two	  measures	  of	  the	  same	  concept	  are	  correlated	  “	  (Hair	  et	  al.,	  2009	  
p.	  125).	  The	  discriminant	  validity	  can	  be	  assessed	  by	  comparing	  the	  magnitude	  of	  the	  square	  root	  of	  
AVE	   (Average	   Shared	  Variance)	   in	   comparison	   to	   the	   value	  of	   the	   correlations.	   The	  AVE	   should	  be	  
higher	  than	  the	  correlation	  between	  the	  constructs	  (Bakker	  et	  al.,	  2013).	  Appendix	  F	  reports	  the	  AVE	  
per	   construct	   of	   TR,	   TAM,	   Relational	   Benefits	   and	   Customer	   Satisfaction	   and	   the	   correlations	  
between	  these	  constructs.	  By	  examining	  the	  AVE	  and	  the	  correlations,	  one	  can	  observe	  that	  the	  AVE	  
of	   Confidence	   Benefits	   (.617)	   is	   smaller	   than	   the	   correlation	   between	   Confidence	   Benefits	   and	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Customer	   Satisfaction	   (.78).	   These	   results	   indicate,	  with	   the	  exception	  of	  Confidence	  Benefits	  with	  
Customer	  Satisfaction,	   that	   the	  measured	  variables	  have	  more	   in	   common	  with	   the	  construct	   they	  
are	   associated	   with	   than	   they	   do	   with	   other	   constructs.	   The	   fact	   that	   Confidence	   Benefits	   and	  
Customer	   Satisfaction	   indicate,	   due	   to	   the	  high	   correlation	  between	   the	   two	   constructs,	   to	  have	  a	  
low	  discriminant	  validity	  implies	  that	  there	  is	  a	  concern	  that	  Confidence	  Benefits	  measures	  the	  same	  
as	   Customer	   Satisfaction.	   When	   examining	   the	   individual	   measures	   of	   Customer	   Satisfaction	   and	  
Confidence	  Benefits,	   one	   could	  argue	   that	   the	   low	  discriminant	   validity	   found	   for	   these	   constructs	  
can	  be	  explained	  by	  the	  formulation	  of	  the	  measures;	  as	  the	  respondents	  could	  have	  regarded	  both	  
measures	  as	  similar	  or	  not	  distinct	  enough.	  The	  measures’	  which	  are	  most	  likely	  causing	  this	  are	  the	  
two	  measures	  of	  Confidence	  Benefits	  and	  Customer	  Satisfaction	  with	  the	  lowest	  factor	  loadings:	  “My	  
Choice	  to	  use	  Vodafone	  was	  a	  wise	  one”	  (customer	  satisfaction)	  and	  “I	  know	  what	  to	  expect	  when	  I	  
log	  into	  My	  Vodafone”	   (confidence	  benefits).	  Firstly,	   it	  could	  be	  that	  some	  respondents	  did	  not	  see	  
the	  explicit	  difference	  between	  Vodafone	  and	  My	  Vodafone	  as	  part	  of	   the	  subject	   in	   the	  question.	  
Secondly,	  it	  can	  be	  assumed	  that	  respondents	  who	  had	  certain	  expectations	  about	  My	  Vodafone	  take	  
these	  expectations	  as	  part	  of	  their	  evaluation	  if	  Vodafone	  was	  a	  wise	  choice	  for	  them.	  Discriminant	  
analysis	  is	  like	  convergent	  validity	  part	  of	  the	  construct	  validity	  and	  should	  therefore	  be	  assessed	  in	  
perspective	  of	  the	  convergent	  validity	  and	  not	  just	  on	  itself	  (Hair	  et	  al.,	  2009).	  Furthermore,	  previous	  
studies	  have	  indicated	  that	  Confidence	  Benefits	  directly	  influence	  customer	  satisfaction	  (e.g.	  Yen	  and	  
Gwinner,	  2003)	  and	  the	  measures	  were	  borrowed	  from	  Gwinner	  et	  al.	   (1998)	   therefore	  controlling	  
for	  face	  validity	  (Hair	  et	  al.,	  2009).	  Also,	  the	  factor	  loadings	  indicate	  convergent	  validity,	  as	  all	  factor	  
loadings	  of	  Confidence	  Benefits	  are	  higher	  than	  the	  cut	  off-­‐value	  of	  .3.	  As	  a	  result	  there	  is	  sufficient	  
support	  to	  keep	  confidence	  benefits	  part	  of	  the	  measurement	  model.	  	  
In	  summary,	   factor	  analysis	  was	  performed	  to	  assess	   the	  construct	  validity	  and	  to	  create	  a	   reliable	  
measurement	  model	   for	   the	   structural	  model	   that	   is	   described	   in	   the	   next	   section.	   Based	   on	   low	  
levels	   of	   construct	   validity	   the	   TR	   dimensions	   Insecurity	   and	   Discomfort	   were	   removed	   from	   the	  
model,	  therefore	  removing	  possible	  questionable	  construct	  validity	  from	  the	  final	  model	  (Hair	  et	  al.,	  
2009).	   Also	   the	   first	   and	   six	  measures	   of	   confidence	   benefits	   (CON_1	   and	   CON_6)	   were	   removed	  
from	  the	  model	  due	  to	  high	  levels	  of	  cross	  loadings.	  Finally,	  the	  fourth	  measure	  of	  special	  treatment	  
(SPT_4)	  was	  removed	  due	  to	  low	  communalities	  and	  low	  factor	  loadings.	  With	  these	  removals,	  it	  can	  
be	  argued	  that	  the	  model	  provides	  support	  for	  construct	  validity	  and	  convergent	  validity.	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4.3	  Structural	  Equation	  Model	  (SEM)	  
After	  defining	  the	  measurement	  model	  (in	  section	  4.2)	  with	  an	  acceptable	  fit	  and	  validity,	  the	  model	  
was	   used	   in	   structural	   equation	   modeling	   to	   test	   the	   formulated	   propositions	   (see	   section	   2.5).	  
SmartPLS	  was	   used	   for	   partial	   least	   squares	   (PLS)	   path	  modeling	   (PLS-­‐PM)	   (Ringle	   et	   al.,	   2005)	   to	  
obtain	   the	   estimates	   of	   the	   structural	   model.	   	   SEM	   distinguishes	   between	   exogenous	   and	  
endogenous	   constructs.	   Endogenous	   variables	   have	   one	   or	   more	   influences	   (arrows	   leading	   into	  
them).	  This	   is	   in	   contrast	   to	  exogenous	   constructs,	  which	  do	  not	  have	   these	   influences	   (Groenland	  
and	  Stalpers,	  2012).	  The	  underlying	  constructs	  of	   this	  study	  were	  classified	   into	  these	  two	  types	  of	  
constructs.	   	   The	   TR	   dimensions	   Innovativeness	   and	   Optimism	   can	   be	   regarded	   as	   the	   exogenous	  
variables,	   and	   the	   dimensions	   of	   TAM,	   Relational	   Benefits	   and	   Customer	   Satisfaction	   as	   the	  
endogenous	   variables.	   Although,	   the	   construct	   validity	   was	   already	   assessed	   during	   the	   factor	  
analysis	   in	  section	  4.2;	  the	  additional	  measures	  AVE	  and	  Composite	  Reliability	  (CR)	  were	   inspected.	  
Ideally	  the	  AVE	  should	  have	  values	  of	  .5	  or	  higher	  and	  the	  CR	  values	  of	  .7	  or	  higher	  (Groenland	  and	  
Stalpers,	   2012).	   All	   constructs	   in	   this	   study	   reports	   AVE	   values	   above	   the	   .5	   cut-­‐off	   value	   and	   CR	  
values	  above	  .7	  (see	  Appendix	  F).	  Indicating	  acceptable	  levels	  of	  reliability	  of	  constructs	  the	  next	  step	  
is	  to	  evaluate	  the	  structural	  model	  by	  the	  statistical	  significance	  of	  its	  path	  coefficients,	  goodness-­‐of-­‐
fit	  indices	  (GoF)	  and	  the	  explanation	  power	  of	  each	  of	  the	  constructs	  in	  the	  model	  (R2).	  
4.3.1	  Proposition	  testing	  
Table	   6	   reports	   the	   estimated	   path	   coefficients	   and	   its	   significance	   based	   on	   a	   95%	   and	   99%	  
confidence	   level.	   The	   path	   coefficients	   indicate	   the	   change	   in	   an	   endogenous	   variable	  with	   a	   unit	  
change	  in	  the	  exogenous	  variable	  (Kline,	  2011).	  The	  t-­‐values	  were	  used	  to	  test	  if	  the	  path	  coefficients	  
were	   significantly	   different	   from	   zero	   indicating	   that	   the	   exogenous	   variable	   has	   statistically	  
significant	  influence	  on	  the	  endogenous	  variable.	  For	  calculating	  the	  significance	  values	  (p-­‐values)	  a	  
degree	   of	   freedom	  was	   used	   of	   329.	   Calculated	   based	   on	   the	   number	   of	   observations	  minus	   the	  
number	  of	  necessary	  relations	  (Walker,	  1940).	  For	  the	  95%	  confidence	  interval,	  t-­‐values	  above	  +1.96	  
or	  below	  -­‐1.96	  were	  considered	  to	  be	  statistically	  significant.	  For	  the	  99%	  interval	  this	  was	  considers	  
at	  a	  t-­‐value	  of	  +/-­‐	  2.59.	  Table	  6	  summarize	  that	  9	  paths	  were	  found	  to	  be	  significant	  with	  at	  least	  a	  
95%	  confidence	  level,	  and	  4	  paths	  were	  not	  found	  to	  be	  significant.	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Paths	   Coefficients	   t-­‐values	   p-­‐value	  
Optimism	  	  PEOU	   0.24	   3.55	   .0004**	  
Optimism	  	  PU	   0.30	   4.07	   .0000**	  
Innovativeness	  	  PEOU	   0.10	   1.19	   .2349	  
Innovativeness	  	  PU	   -­‐0.04	   0.56	   .5690	  
PU	  	  Special	  Treatment	   0.25	   4.25	   .0000**	  
PU	  	  Confidence	  Benefits	   0.41	   7.32	   .0000**	  
PU	  	  Social	  Benefits	   0.37	   5.75	   .0000**	  
PEOU	  	  Special	  Treatment	   0.07	   1.07	   .2854	  
PEOU	  	  Confidence	  Benefits	   0.22	   3.68	   .0002**	  
PEOU	  	  Social	  Benefits	   0.04	   0.57	   .5690	  
Special	  Treatment	  	  Customer	  satisfaction	   0.12	   3.15	   .0017**	  
Confidence	  Benefits	  	  Customer	  satisfaction	   0.65	   15.91	   .0000**	  
Social	  Benefits	  	  Customer	  satisfaction	   0.11	   2.13	   0.033*	  
AIC	  =5524.4;	  BIC	  =	  5752.9;	  CAIC	  =	  57.53;	  EN	  =	  0.55	  
*	  	   Significant	  at	  p	  =	  0.05	  (critical	  two-­‐tailed	  t-­‐value	  +/-­‐	  1.96)	  
**	  Significant	  at	  p	  =	  0.01	  (critical	  two-­‐tailed	  t-­‐value	  +/-­‐	  2.59)	  
Table	  6:	  	  Structural	  Model	  Results	  and	  relationships	  
Results	  Proposition	  1:	  	  
In	  section	  2.5.1,	  proposition	  one	  was	  formulated	  as	  “customer's	  overall	  Optimism	  and	  Innovativeness	  
towards	  self-­‐service	  technologies	  has	  a	  positive	  effect	  on	  TAM’s	  Perceived	  Usefulness	  and	  Perceived	  
Ease	   of	   Use”.	   The	   results	   indicate	   partly	   support	   for	   this	   proposition	   (see	   table	   6).	   Optimism	  was	  
found	  to	  positively	  influence	  PEOU	  (β=0.24)	  and	  PU	  (β=0.30)	  with	  both	  a	  99%	  level	  of	  confidence.	  In	  
this	   study	  no	   significant	   result	  was	   found	  between	   the	  paths	  of	   innovativeness	   and	  PU	  and	  PEOU,	  
suggesting	   that	   Innovativeness	  does	  not	   influence	  perceived	  usefulness	  perceived	  ease	  of	   use	   in	   a	  
linear	  way.	  These	  findings	  are	   in	  contrast	  with	  previous	  findings	  that	   innovativeness	  does	   influence	  
the	   TAM	   dimensions	   PU	   and	   PEOU	   (Lin	   et	   al.,	   2007;	  Walczuch	   et	   al.,	   2007;	   Son	   and	   Han,	   2011).	  	  
Interesting	   to	   note	   is	   that	   the	   path	   coefficient	   of	   innovativess	   is	   negative	   (-­‐0.04),	   suggesting	   a	  
negative	  correlation	  with	  PU.	  This	  was	  also	  found	  by	  Walczuch	  et	  al.	  (2007)	  and	  Son	  and	  Han	  (2011).	  
A	  possible	  explanation	  is	  that	  innovative	  customers	  might	  feel	  that	  these	  service	  offerings	  are	  quite	  
normal	   and	   do	   not	   regared	   them	   as	   useful	   but	   as	   a	   standard	   offering.	   Unfortunately,	   these	  
conclusions	  cannot	  be	  	  supported	  by	  the	  results	  of	  this	  study.	  	  
Results	  Proposition	  2	  
Proposition	  2	  was	   formulated	  as	  “Customer's	  overall	  Discomfort	  and	   Insecurity	   towards	   self-­‐service	  
technologies	   has	   a	   negative	   effect	   on	   TAM’s	   Perceived	   Usefulness	   and	   Perceived	   Ease	   of	   Use”.	  
Unfortunately,	   this	   study	  cannot	  provide	  support	   for	   this	   relationship.	  These	   two	  dimensions	  of	  TR	  
were	  removed	  from	  the	  measurement	  model	  due	  to	  low	  construct	  validity	  (see	  section	  4.2).	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Results	  Proposition	  3	  
In	  section	  2.5.2	  proposition	  3	  was	  formulated	  as:	  “Customer's	  overall	  Perceived	  Usefulness	  and	  Ease	  
of	   Use	   towards	   self-­‐service	   technologies	   has	   a	   positive	   effect	   on	   Relational	   Benefits,	   special	  
treatment,	  confidence	  and	  social	  benefits”.	  The	  results	  of	   this	  study	   indicate	  partly	  support	   for	   this	  
proposition.	   It	   was	   found	   that	   PU	   positively	   influences	   Special	   Treatment	   (β=0.25),	   Confidence	  
Benefits	   (β=0.41)	   and	   Social	   Benefits	   (β=0.37).	   In	   which,	   PU	   influences	   Confidence	   Benefits	   the	  
strongest	   among	   the	   three	   relational	   benefits	   (see	   table	   6).	   In	   contrast,	   PEOU	   only	   influences	  
Confidence	  Benefits	  (β=0.22)	  and	  no	  significant	  linear	  relationship	  was	  reported	  between	  PEOU	  and	  
Special	  Treatment	  or	  Social	  Benefits.	  	  
Results	  Proposition	  4	  
The	   last	   proposition	  was	   formulated	   as:	   “Customer's	   overall	   Relational	   Benefits,	   special	   treatment,	  
confidence-­‐	   and	   social	   benefits,	   in	   self-­‐service	   technologies,	   has	   a	   positive	   effect	   on	   Customer	  
Satisfaction”.	   The	   results	   partly	   support	   this	   proposition	   as	   Special	   Treatment	   and	   Confidence	  
Benefits	  positively	  influence	  Customer	  Satisfaction	  with	  path	  coefficients	  of	  respectively	  β=0.12	  and	  
β=0.65	  with	  a	  99%	  confidence	  level.	  Furthermore,	  Social	  benefits	  towards	  Customer	  Satisfaction	  was	  
significant	  with	  a	  95%	  confidence	  level	  and	  a	  path	  coefficient	  of	  β=0.11.	  The	  results	  also	  indicate	  that	  
confidence	  benefits	  are	  the	  strongest	  predictor	  in	  this	  model	  for	  customer	  satisfaction	  (t	  =	  15.91).	  A	  
careful	   concern	   needs	   to	   be	   made	   that	   low	   discriminant	   validity	   of	   the	   confidence	   benefit	  
measurement	  was	  found	  (see	  section	  4.2.1).	  Because	  of	  positive	  indications	  that	  were	  based	  on	  the	  
convergent	   and	   face	   validity	   of	   this	   study	   it	   is	   likely	   that	   these	   findings	   still	   can	   be	   reported	   (see	  
section	  4.2.2.).	  
4.3.2	  Assessment	  explained	  variance	  	  
The	   R2	   (R-­‐squared)	   of	   the	   endogenous	   latent	   constructs	   were	   assessed	   using	   SmartPLS.	   Figure	   5	  
reports	  for	  each	  endogenous	  construct	  the	  R2.	  The	  R2	  specifies	  the	  amount	  of	  variance	  explained	  for	  
each	  of	   the	  endogenous	   constructs,	   therefore	  providing	   an	   indication	  of	   the	  explanation	  power	  of	  
the	  SEM	  model	  (Memon	  et	  al.,	  2013).	  Opposite,	  the	  1	  minus	  R-­‐Squared	  represents	  the	  unexplained	  
variance	   accounting	   for	   the	   variance	  which	   cannot	   be	   explained	   by	   the	   predictor	   variables	   of	   the	  
endogenous	  construct.	  (Suhr,	  2006).	  According	  to	  Cohen	  (1988)	  the	  R2	  can	  be	  regarded	  as	  substantial	  
when	  R2	  has	  a	  value	  of	  .25,	  a	  moderate	  explanation	  power	  can	  be	  considered	  when	  an	  endogenous	  
construct	  has	  a	  R2	  value	  of	  .13	  and	  weak	  with	  a	  R2	  value	  of	  .02.	  	  
Figure	  5	  indicates	  that	  PEOU	  (R2=	  .09)	  and	  PU	  (R2=	  .08)	  have	  between	  weak	  and	  moderated	  levels	  of	  
explained	   variances.	   Indicating	   that	   Optimism	   and	   Innovativeness	   have	   limited	   explaining	   power	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towards	   PEOU	   and	   PU.	   These	   results	   can	   possibly	   be	   explained	   by	   the	   removal,	   in	   this	   study,	   of	  
discomfort	  and	  insecurity	  as	  predictors	  of	  the	  TAM	  variables	  PU	  and	  PEOU;	  as	  previous	  research	  has	  
indicated	  that	  PU	  and	  PEOU	  are	  predicted	  by	  all	  four	  TR	  dimensions	  (Lin	  et	  al.,	  2007).	  	  	  
	  
	  
*	  Significant	  at	  p	  =	  0.05	  (critical	  two-­‐tailed	  t-­‐value	  +/-­‐	  1.96)	  
**	  Significant	  at	  p	  =	  0.01	  (critical	  two-­‐tailed	  t-­‐value	  +/-­‐	  2.59)	  
Figure	  5:	  Structural	  Model	  
The	   explanation	   power	   of	   Confidence	   Benefits	   (R2=	   .33)	   indicates	   that	   PEOU	   and	   PU	   substantially	  
predict	  Confidence	  Benefits.	  Furthermore,	  Social	  Benefits	   (R2=	   .16)	  can	  be	  explained	   in	  a	  moderate	  
way	   by	   PEOU	   and	   PU.	   Finally,	   the	   explained	   variance	   of	   Special	   Treatment	   (R2=	   .09)	   is	   weak	   till	  
moderate.	  The	  results	  indicate	  that	  PEOU	  and	  PU	  explain	  only	  partly	  relational	  benefits.	  
Customer	   Satisfaction	   reports	   the	   highest	   explained	   variance	   with	   R2=	   .64.	   This	   indicates	   that	  
relational	  benefits	  explain	  64%	  Customer	  Satisfaction.	  This	   is	   inline	  with	  previous	   findings	   (Yen	  and	  
Gwinner,	  2003;	  Colgate	  et	  al.,	  2005).	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4.3.3.	  Goodness	  of	  Fit	  (GoF)	  
The	  goodness	  of	  fit	  indices	  describes	  how	  well	  the	  structural	  model	  fits	  the	  observed	  data	  (Hair	  et	  al.,	  
2009).	  SmartPLS	  provides	   the	  goodness	  of	   fit	   indices:	  AIC,	  BIC,	  CAIC	  and	  EN.	  These	  GoF	   indices	  are	  
used	  to	  compare	  different	  models,	  with	  the	  aim	  to	  find	  the	  model	  which	  fits	  the	  observed	  data	  the	  
best	   (Kline,	  2011;	  Schreiber	  et	  al.,	  2006).	  As	   this	   study	  does	  not	  compare	  difference	  models,	   these	  
indices	  are	  of	  less	  value.	  Alternatively,	  Tenenhaus	  et	  al.	  (2005)	  proposed	  to	  calculate	  the	  Goodness-­‐
of-­‐Fit	  (GoF)	  by	  taking	  the	  geometric	  mean	  of	  the	  average	  communality	  and	  the	  average	  R2	  for	  assing	  
the	  overall	  GoF	  of	  a	  PLS	  model.	  Based	  on	  Tenenhaus	  et	  al.	  (2005)	  this	  study	  has	  a	  GoF	  index	  of	   .38	  
(see	  appendix	  G).	  The	  GoF	  index	  range	  between	  .0	  and	  1,	  with	  values	  closer	  to	  1	  indicating	  a	  better	  fit	  
(Hair	  et	  al.,	  2009).	  The	  GoF	   index	  for	  this	  study	   indicates	  that	  the	  model	  has	  a	  weak	  fit.	   	  Given	  the	  
aforementioned	  results,	  a	  model	  which	  has	  a	  weak	  fit	  can	  still	  provide	  useful	  predictions;	  a	  weak	  fit	  
of	  .38	  indicates	  that	  an	  alternative	  model	  could	  be	  found	  which	  reproduce	  the	  data	  in	  a	  better	  way	  	  
(Maydeu-­‐Olivares	  and	  Garcı´a-­‐Forero,	  2010).	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5.	  CONCLUSIONS	  
	  
This	   chapter	   summarizes	   the	   results	   of	   this	   study;	   discusses	   the	   theoretical	   and	   managerial	  
implications	  of	   the	   findings,	  elaborate	  on	   the	   limitations	  of	   this	   study	  and	  propose	   future	   research	  
directions.	  
5.1	  Discussion	  and	  findings	  
The	   objective	   of	   this	   study	  was	   to	   examine	  what	   the	   impact	   is	   of	   technology	   adoption	   factors	   on	  
relational	  benefits	  in	  a	  self-­‐service	  technology	  context.	  Thus,	  adding	  to	  the	  current	  literature	  a	  better	  
understanding	   how	   customer	   relationships	   are	   built	   in	   a	   SST	   context	   (e.g.	   Schumann	   et	   al.,	   2012;	  
Verhoef	   et	   al.,	   2009).	   The	   motivation	   for	   this	   objective	   originates	   from	   the	   ongoing	   change	   in	  
organizations	   from	  a	   service	  delivery	   via	   an	   inter-­‐personal	   interaction	   towards	   a	   technology-­‐based	  
interaction.	   The	   results	   of	   this	   study	   provide	   support	   that	   relational	   benefits	   can	   be	   influenced	  
trough	   SSTs	   and	   technology	   adoption,	   therefore	   contributing	   to	   the	   understanding	   of	   building	  
customer	  relationships	  in	  a	  self-­‐service	  technology	  context.	  	  	  
By	   including	  TRAM,	  Relational	  Benefits	  and	  Customer	  Satisfaction	  in	  one	  comprehensive	  model	  this	  
study	  extends	  the	  existing	  technology	  adoption	  literature	  by	  the	  creation	  of	  a	  model,	  which	  focuses	  
on	  the	  customer	  relationship	  rather	  than	  the	  behavior	  of	  (new)	  technologies	  on	  its	  intention	  to	  use.	  
Moreover,	   the	   subject	   of	   this	   study	   was	   the	   telecommunication	   industry,	   which	   has	   not	   been	  
included	  before	  in	  the	  examination	  of	  TRAM;	  therefore	  extends	  current	  support	  for	  the	  TRAM	  model	  
developed	  by	  Lin	  et	  al.	  (2007).	  	  
This	  study	  tests	  that,	  by	  adapting	  the	  TRAM	  framework,	  that	  users’	  individual	  differences	  in	  relation	  
to	  Technology	  Readiness	  influences	  the	  system	  specific	  perspective	  of	  a	  SST,	  in	  terms	  of	  perceptions	  
of	   ease	   of	   use	   (PU)	   and	   usefulness	   (PEOU).	   Subsequently,	   it	   reasons	   that	   this	   system	   specific	  
perspective	  positively	   influence	  the	  relational	  benefits	  perceived	  by	  the	  customer	  when	   interacting	  
with	   the	   service	   provider.	   Finally,	   this	   thesis	   analyzed	   the	   positive	   effect	   of	   relational	   benefits	   on	  
customer	  satisfaction.	  	  
The	   findings	   support	   the	  overall	  predictions	  of	   this	   study:	   that	   the	   technology	  adoption	   factors	  PU	  
and	  PEOU	  positively	   influence	  relational	  benefits.	   	  Perceived	  usefulness	  was	  found	  as	  the	  strongest	  
predictor	   of	   relational	   benefits,	   influencing	   confidence	   benefits,	   special	   treatment,	   and	   social	  
benefits.	   In	   which,	   perceived	   usefulness	   strongest	   impact	   was	   reported	   on	   confidence	   benefits.	  
Similar	  results	  were	  found	  by	  Colgate	  et	  al.	   (2005)	  who	  also	  found	  that	  confidence	  benefit	  was	  the	  
most	  important	  relational	  benefit	  in	  online	  banking.	  Furthermore,	  this	  study	  found	  only	  support	  that	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perceived	  ease	  of	  use	  influences	  confidence	  benefits.	  No	  support	  was	  found	  that	  perceived	  ease	  of	  
use	   influences	   special	   treatment	   or	   social	   benefits.	   That	   no	   significant	   relationship	   was	   found	  
between	  perceived	  ease	  of	  use	  and	  special	   treatment	  could	  possibly	  be	  explained	  by	  the	  facts	  that	  
the	  user	  of	   the	  SST	  does	  not	  regard	  a	  SST,	  which	   is	  easy	   to	  use,	  a	  benefit	   towards	   the	  relationship	  
compared	   to	   not	   being	   in	   a	   relationship.	   Also,	   one	   could	   argue	   that	   easy	   to	   use	   SST’s	   are	   not	  
perceived	   as	   a	   distinct	   advantage	   over	   other	   users,	   and	   therefore	   do	   not	   contribute	   to	   special	  
treatment.	  	  In	  contrast,	  higher	  levels	  of	  perceived	  usefulness,	  could	  contribute	  to	  special	  treatment,	  
as	  users	  might	  perceive	  certain	  personalized	  service	  features	  a	  benefit	  over	  other	  users.	  The	  absence	  
of	  evidence	  between	  perceived	  ease	  of	  use,	  which	  entails	  that	  a	  service	  is	  free	  of	  effort	  to	  use,	  and	  
social	  benefits	   could	  be	  explained	   that	  perceived	  ease	  of	  use	   focus	  on	   the	   interworking	  of	   the	  SST	  
(for	  example	   learning	  the	  service)	  rather	  than	  touching	  on	  any	  of	  the	  relationship	  aspects	  between	  
the	  service	  provider	  and	  customer.	  In	  contrast,	  from	  the	  perceived	  usefulness	  perspective,	  one	  could	  
argue	  that	  service	  features,	  which	  are	  regarded	  as	  essential	  to	  the	  user,	  increase	  the	  social	  benefits	  
between	  the	  customer	  and	  service	  provider;	  and	  add	  value	  to	  the	  relationship	  towards	  the	  personal	  
needs	  of	  the	  customer.	  For	  example,	  a	  customer	  requires	  a	  set	  of	  SST	  features,	  when	  these	  features	  
are	   actually	   available	   to	   the	   user	   one	   could	   argue	   that	   a	   better	   understanding	   of	   the	   needs,	   thus	  
social	  benefit,	  has	  been	  reached	  between	  the	  service	  provider	  and	  the	  customer.	  	  
The	   findings	   that	   relational	   benefits	   positively	   influence	   customer	   satisfaction	   are	   in	   line	   with	  
previous	  findings	  (Yen	  and	  Gwinner,	  2003;	  Henning-­‐Thurau	  et	  al.,	  2002;	  Marzo-­‐Navarro	  et	  al.,	  2004).	  
This	   study	   contributes	   to	   these	   earlier	   findings	   and	   adds	   additional	   industry	   support	  
(telecommunication).	  All	  three	  relational	  benefits:	  special	  treatment,	  confidence	  benefits	  and	  social	  
benefits	  positively	  influence	  customer	  satisfaction.	  Confidence	  benefits,	  similar	  to	  previous	  research	  
by	  Henning-­‐Thurau	  et	  al.	  (2002),	  is	  the	  strongest	  predictor	  towards	  customer	  satisfaction.	  	  
The	   results	   of	   this	   study	   imply,	   that	   when	   companies	   increase	   the	   usefulness	   of	   their	   SST	   and	  
increase	  the	  easiness	  for	  its	  customers	  to	  use	  it,	  it	  will	  likely	  increase	  the	  perceived	  relational	  benefits	  
towards	  the	  service	  provider.	  This	  is	  an	  interesting	  finding,	  as	  it	  contributes,	  to	  previous	  findings	  from	  
Wang	  and	  Hsu	  (2012)	  that	  relational	  benefits	  are	  still	  of	  relevance	  in	  a	  SSTs	  context.	  Although,	  these	  
findings	  were	  already	  reported	  by	  Wang	  and	  Hsu	  (2012),	  this	  study	  contributes	  towards	  new	  insights	  
how	  technology	  adoption	  factors	  influence	  these	  relational	  benefits.	  This	  is	  especially	  of	  interest	  for	  
companies	  who	  want	  to	  understand	  how	  the	  design	  of	  their	  SST	  can	  contribute	  to	  the	  development	  
of	  their	  customer	  relationship.	  The	  results	  of	  this	  study	  provide	  valuable	  insights	  for	  service	  designers	  
or	  product	  managers,	  that	  SSTs	  should	  be	  useful	  and	  easy	  to	  use	  to	  foster	  the	  relational	  benefits	  and	  
in	   turn	   increase	   the	   levels	   of	   customer	   satisfaction.	   Although	   future	   studies	   are	   required,	   the	  
preliminary	   results	   of	   this	   study	   indicate	   that	   companies	   should	   especially	   prioritize	   on	   creating	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useful	  SSTs	  and	  foster	  the	  creation	  of	  confidence	  benefits.	  
5.2	  limitations	  and	  future	  research	  
As	  this	  study	  was	  of	  exploratory	  nature,	  several	  limitations	  can	  be	  recognized	  in	  applying	  the	  TRAM	  
model	   and	   relational	   benefits	   in	   a	   self-­‐service	   technology	   context.	   First,	   due	   to	   time	   and	   resource	  
constraints,	  the	  results	  described	  in	  this	  study	  are	  based	  on	  one	  industry	  and	  one	  type	  of	  self-­‐service	  
technology.	  With	  the	  purpose	  to	  improve	  the	  generalizability,	  future	  studies	  should	  further	  research	  
the	   relationship	   between	   technology	   adoption	   and	   relational	   benefits	   preferably	   across	   different	  
self-­‐service	  technologies	  (e.g.	  self-­‐service	  kiosks,	  ATMs)	  and	  across	  different	  industries	  like	  banking,	  
education	   or	   aviation.	   Replicating	   this	   study	   will	   provide	   more	   solid	   support	   to	   move	   from	  
exploratory	  to	  explanatory	  research.	  Another,	  preliminary	  indication	  of	  this	  study	  is	  the	  importance	  
of	  confidence	  benefits	  being	  a	  strong	  predictor	  for	  customer	  satisfaction	  as	  well	  as	  being	  predicted	  
by	  perceived	  usefulness	  and	  perceived	  ease	  of	  use.	  Future	  studies	  should	  aim	  to	  create	  more	  generic	  
and	   additional	   support	   in	  which	   confidence	   benefits	   are	   an	   important	   factor	   in	   understanding	   the	  
customer	   relationship	   for	   self-­‐service	   technologies.	   This	   is	  of	   interest,	   as	   it	  would	  provide	  valuable	  
guidance	  for	  product	  managers	  in	  designing	  self-­‐service	  technologies.	  	  	  
Second,	   although	   technology	   readiness	   have	   been	   used	   in	   previous	   studies	   and	   found	   to	   be	   a	  
relevant	   predictor	   of	   technology	   adoption,	   this	   study	   found	   weak	   results	   of	   the	   role	   of	   TR	   in	  
technology	  adoption.	  Only	  optimism	  was	  found	  to	  be	  relevant,	  in	  contrast	  to	  innovativeness,	  which	  
was	   found	  not	   to	  be	   related	   to	  TAM.	  Previous	   research	   from	  Liljander	  et	  al.	   (2006)	   indicated	  weak	  
support	  for	  discomfort	  and	  insecurity.	  The	  authors	  suggested	  applying	  context	  specific	  measurement	  
scales	  for	  the	  TR	  dimensions.	  Despite	  that	  this	  study	  applied	  a	  specific	  context	  for	  the	  TR	  dimensions;	  
the	  measurement	  scales	  used	  for	  insecurity	  and	  discomfort	  were	  found	  not	  to	  be	  representing	  these	  
two	  TR	  constructs.	  From	  another	  perspective,	  Gelderman	  et	  al.	  (2011)	  found	  that	  TR	  had	  no	  impact	  
on	  a	  customer’s	  decision	   to	  use	  self-­‐service	   technologies.	  The	  accumulated	  evidence	   from	  this	  and	  
previous	   studies	   suggest	   to	   further	   study	   the	   relevance	   of	   TR	   for	   self-­‐service	   technologies.	   Future	  
studies	  could	  investigate	  if,	  for	  example,	  the	  relevance	  of	  technology	  readiness	  differs	  between	  new	  
self-­‐service	   technologies	  versus	  more	  established	  self-­‐service	   technologies.	  For	  example,	  one	  could	  
argue	  that	  a	  customer’s	  dispositions	  in	  terms	  of	  innovativeness,	  insecurity	  or	  discomfort	  are	  different	  
from	   new	   self-­‐service	   technologies	   compared	   to	   self-­‐services	   in	   which	   the	   customer	   is	   already	  
acquainted	  with.	  	  
Another	   limitation	   of	   this	   study	   was	   the	   low	   explained	   variances	   found	   for	   the	   three	   relational	  
benefits:	  special	  treatment,	  confidence	  benefits,	  and	  social	  benefits.	  	  Further,	  the	  Goodness-­‐of-­‐Fit	  of	  
the	  overall	  model	   indicated	  a	  weak	   fit.	  These	  results	  suggest	   that	  alternative	  models	  might	  explain	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the	   studied	  phenomena	  better	   or	   that	   additional	   variables	  were	  not	   included	   in	   the	  model,	  which	  
could	   have	   explained	   the	   effect	   between	   technology	   adoption	   and	   relational	   benefits.	   One	  
explanation	   for	   the	   low	   explained	   variance	   is	   that	   some	   of	   the	   measurement	   scales	   of	   relational	  
benefits	   were	   not	  made	   context	   specific.	   For	   example	   the	   question	   for	  measuring	   social	   benefits:	  
“they	  know	  my	  name”	  or	   special	   treatment:	  “Vodafone	  does	  services	   for	  me	  that	   they	  don’t	  do	   for	  
most	   customers”	  were	  not	   formulated	   in	   a	   context	   specific	  way.	  As	   relational	   benefits	   contain	   the	  
benefits	   between	   the	   customer	   and	   service	   provider,	   respondents	   might	   not	   have	   viewed	   them	  
solely	  with	  respect	  to	  the	  SST	  (My	  Vodafone).	  Customers	  might	  have	  taken	  into	  account	  other	  factors	  
in	   answering	   the	   survey	   (e.g.	   previous	   contact	   with	   customer	   service,	   network	   quality	   or	   product	  
pricing).	   A	   proposal	   for	   future	   studies	   would	   therefore	   be,	   to	   make	   all	   measurement	   scales,	   for	  
relational	  benefits	  specific	  for	  the	  SST	  context.	  This	  might	  result	  in	  a	  better-­‐explained	  variance	  for	  the	  
relational	   benefits,	   as	   the	  measurement	  will	   focus	   solely	   on	   the	  benefits	   created	   through	   the	   SST.	  
Furthermore,	   the	   low	   explained	   variances	   for	   the	   relational	   benefits	   and	   the	  weak	   goodness-­‐of-­‐fit	  
might	   also	   indicate	   that	   there	   are	   more	   variables	   that	   should	   have	   been	   included	   in	   the	   model.	  
Future	   studies	   should	   investigate	   if	   possibly	   more	   technology	   adoption	   factors	   impact	   relational	  
benefits,	   therefore	   researching	   if	   the	   two	  TAM	  variables	   PU	  and	  PEOU	  are	   adequate	  predictors	   of	  
relational	  benefits.	  Examples	  of	  additional	  adoption	  factors	  could	  be	  perceived	  risk	  (Yang	  et	  al.,	  2012)	  
or	   social	   influences	   (Venkatesh	   and	   Davis,	   2000).	   Moreover,	   future	   studies	   should	   study,	   if	   other	  
relational	  benefits	  should	  be	  added	  to	  the	  model.	  This	  might	   include,	  for	  example,	  respect	  benefits	  
(Chang	  and	  Chen,	  2007),	  or	  functional	  benefits	  (Marzo-­‐Navarro	  et	  al.,	  2004).	  	  
To	   summarize,	   this	   study	   provides,	   through	   exploratory	   research,	   preliminary	   insights	   how	  
technology	  adoption	  factors	  influence	  the	  customer	  relationship	  in	  a	  SST	  environment.	  These	  insights	  
are	  based	  on	  a	  model	  that	  includes	  the	  conceptualization	  of	  TR	  and	  TAM	  through	  TRAM	  and	  its	  effect	  
on	  relational	  benefits	  and	  subsequently	  on	  customer	  satisfaction.	  As	  such,	  this	  study	  contributes	  to	  
existing	  research	  by	   focusing	  on	  the	  effect	  of	   technology	  adoption	  on	  customer	  relationship	  rather	  
than	   the	  effect	  of	   technology	  adoption	  on	   its	   intention	   to	  use.	   	   Future	   studies	   should	  prolong	   this	  
study	   by	   extending	   the	   research	   across	   industries	   and	   different	   types	   of	   self-­‐service	   technologies,	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Appendix	  A:	   Survey	  scales	  
	  
Perceived	  Ease	  of	  Use	  
Scales	  adapted	  from:	  	  
Curran	  and	  Meuter	  (2005)	  
	  
Scales	  operationalized	  	  
	  
Dutch	  Translation	  
Learning	  to	  use	  the	  SST	  was	  easy	  for	  
me	  
Learning	  to	  use	  My	  Vodafone	  
was	  easy	  for	  me	  
Het	  leren	  gebruiken	  van	  My	  
Vodafone	  was	  makkelijk	  voor	  
mij	  
	  
I	  find	  the	  SST	  difficult	  to	  use	   I	  find	  My	  Vodafone	  difficult	  to	  
use	  
Ik	  vind	  het	  gebruik	  van	  My	  
Vodafone	  moeilijk	  
	  
It	  was	  easy	  for	  me	  to	  become	  skillful	  
at	  using	  the	  SST	  
It	  was	  easy	  for	  me	  to	  become	  
skillful	  at	  using	  My	  Vodafone	  
Het	  was	  gemakkelijk	  voor	  mij	  
om	  vaardig	  te	  worden	  in	  het	  




Scales	  adapted	  from:	  	  
Curran	  and	  Meuter	  (2005)	  
	  
Scales	  operationalized	  	  
	  
Dutch	  Translation	  
The	  SST	  is	  useful	  for	  doing	  my	  
banking	  
My	  Vodafone	  is	  useful	  for	  
managing	  my	  phone	  plan	  
My	  Vodafone	  is	  nuttig	  voor	  het	  
beheren	  van	  mijn	  abonnement.	  
	  
Using	  the	  SST	  improves	  the	  way	  in	  
which	  I	  do	  my	  banking	  
Using	  My	  Vodafone	  improves	  
how	  I	  can	  manage	  my	  phone	  
plan	  
Het	  gebruik	  van	  My	  Vodafone	  
verbetert	  de	  manier	  waarop	  ik	  
mijn	  abonnement	  kan	  beheren.	  	  
	  
Using	  the	  SST	  makes	  doing	  my	  
banking	  easier	  
Using	  My	  Vodafone	  makes	  
managing	  my	  phone	  plan	  
easier	  
Het	  gebruik	  van	  My	  Vodafone	  





Scales	  adapted	  from:	  	  
Liljander,	  Gillbert	  et	  al.	  (2006)	  
	  
	  




Technology	  gives	  you	  more	  freedom	  
of	  mobility	  
Technology	  gives	  you	  more	  
freedom	  of	  mobility	  
Technologie	  geeft	  mij	  meer	  
vrijheid	  om	  mijn	  zaken	  te	  
regelen.	  
	  
Products	  and	  services	  that	  use	  the	  
newest	  technologies	  are	  much	  more	  
convenient	  to	  use	  
Products	  and	  services	  which	  
use	  the	  newest	  technologies	  is	  
more	  convenient	  to	  use	  
Producten	  en	  diensten,	  waarin	  
de	  laatst	  technieken	  gebruikt	  
worden	  zijn	  handiger	  in	  het	  
gebruik.	  
	  
Technology	  gives	  people	  more	  
control	  over	  their	  daily	  lives	  
Technology	  gives	  people	  more	  
control	  over	  their	  daily	  lives	  
Technologie	  geef	  je	  meer	  
controle	  over	  je	  dagelijks	  
leven.	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Innovativeness	  
Scales	  adapted	  from:	  	  
Liljander,	  Gillbert	  et	  al.	  (2006)	  
	  
	  




In	  general,	  you	  are	  among	  the	  first	  in	  
your	  circle	  of	  friends	  to	  acquire	  new	  
technology	  when	  it	  appears	  
In	  general,	  you	  are	  amongst	  
the	  first	  in	  your	  circle	  of	  
friends	  to	  acquire	  new	  
technology	  when	  it	  appears	  
In	  het	  algemeen,	  ben	  jij	  een	  
van	  de	  eersten	  in	  je	  kring	  van	  
vrienden	  die	  nieuwe	  
technologie	  gebruikt	  wanneer	  
deze	  verschijnt.	  
	  
You	  can	  usually	  figure	  out	  new	  high-­‐
tech	  products	  and	  services	  without	  
help	  from	  others	  	  
You	  can	  usually	  figure	  out	  new	  
high-­‐tech	  products	  and	  
services	  without	  the	  help	  of	  
others	  
Je	  achterhaalt	  meestal	  	  hoe	  
nieuwe	  producten	  of	  diensten	  
werken	  zonder	  de	  hulp	  van	  
anderen.	  
	  
Other	  people	  come	  to	  you	  for	  advice	  
on	  new	  technologies	  
Other	  people	  come	  to	  you	  for	  
advice	  on	  new	  technologies	  
Andere	  mensen	  winnen	  advies	  
in	  bij	  jou	  over	  nieuwe	  
technologieën	  .	  
	   	  
Discomfort	  
Scales	  adapted	  from:	  	  
Liljander,	  Gillbert	  et	  al.	  (2006)	  
	  
	  




Technical	  support	  lines	  are	  not	  
helpful	  because	  they	  don’t	  explain	  
things	  in	  terms	  that	  you	  understand	  
Technical	  support	  lines	  are	  not	  
helpful	  because	  they	  
don’t	  explain	  things	  in	  terms	  
that	  you	  understand	  
Technische	  hulplijnen	  zijn	  niet	  
nuttig	  omdat	  ze	  dingen	  niet	  
uitleggen	  in	  termen	  die	  jij	  
begrijpt.	  
	  
It	  is	  embarrassing	  when	  you	  have	  
trouble	  with	  a	  high-­‐	  tech	  gadget	  
while	  people	  are	  watching	  
It	  is	  embarrassing	  when	  you	  
have	  trouble	  with	  a	  high-­‐	  tech	  
gadget	  while	  people	  are	  
watching	  
Het	  brengt	  je	  in	  verlegenheid	  
als	  je	  problemen	  hebt	  met	  
high-­‐tech	  gadgets	  terwijl	  	  
andere	  mensen	  toekijken.	  
	  
When	  you	  get	  technical	  support	  
from	  a	  provider	  of	  a	  high-­‐tech	  
product	  or	  service,	  you	  sometimes	  
feel	  as	  if	  you	  are	  being	  taken	  
advantage	  of	  by	  someone	  who	  
knows	  more	  than	  you	  do	  
When	  you	  get	  technical	  
support	  from	  a	  provider	  of	  a	  
high-­‐tech	  product	  or	  service,	  
you	  sometimes	  feel	  as	  if	  you	  
are	  being	  taken	  advantage	  of	  
by	  someone	  who	  knows	  more	  
than	  you	  do	  
Als	  je	  technische	  
ondersteuning	  krijgt	  van	  een	  
dienstverlener	  van	  een	  high-­‐
tech	  product	  of	  dienst;	  heb	  je	  
soms	  het	  gevoel	  dat	  	  
er	  misbruik	  van	  je	  wordt	  
gemaakt	  door	  iemand	  die	  er	  
meer	  van	  weet	  dan	  jijzelf.	  	  	  
	  
Insecurity	  
Scales	  adapted	  from:	  	  
Liljander,	  Gillbert	  et	  al.	  (2006)	  
	  
	  




You	  do	  not	  feel	  confident	  doing	  
business	  with	  a	  place	  that	  can	  only	  
be	  reached	  online	  
You	  do	  not	  feel	  confident	  doing	  
business	  with	  a	  place	  that	  can	  
only	  be	  reached	  online	  
Je	  voelt	  je	  niet	  zeker	  als	  je	  
alleen	  zaken	  met	  een	  bedrijf	  
kunt	  regelen	  via	  het	  Internet.	  
	  
You	  do	  not	  consider	  it	  safe	  giving	  out	  
a	  credit	  card	  number	  over	  a	  
You	  do	  not	  consider	  it	  safe	  
giving	  out	  a	  credit	  card	  number	  
over	  a	  computer	  
Je	  beschouwt	  het	  als	  onveilig	  
om	  je	  credit	  card-­‐	  of	  
bankgegevens	  via	  een	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computer	   computer	  beschikbaar	  te	  
stellen.	  
	  
Any	  business	  transaction	  you	  do	  
electronically	  should	  be	  confirmed	  
later	  with	  something	  in	  writing	  
Any	  business	  transaction	  you	  
do	  electronically	  should	  be	  
confirmed	  later	  with	  
something	  in	  writing	  
Elke	  transactie	  die	  je	  
elektronisch	  doet,	  dient	  later	  




Scales	  adapted	  from:	  	  
Gwinner,	  Gremler	  and	  Bitner	  (1998)	  
	  
	  




I	  believe	  there	  is	  less	  risk	  that	  
something	  will	  go	  wrong	  
I	  believe	  there	  is	  less	  risk	  that	  
something	  will	  go	  wrong	  by	  
using	  My	  Vodafone	  
Ik	  geloof	  dat	  er	  minder	  risico	  is	  
dat	  er	  iets	  mis	  kan	  gaan	  door	  
het	  gebruik	  van	  My	  Vodafone.	  
	  
I	  feel	  I	  can	  trust	  the	  service	  provider	   I	  feel	  I	  can	  trust	  the	  service	  
provider	  Vodafone	  
Ik	  voel	  dat	  ik	  de	  dienstverlener	  
Vodafone	  kan	  vertrouwen.	  
	  
I	  have	  more	  confidence	  the	  service	  
will	  be	  performed	  correctly	  
I	  have	  more	  confidence	  the	  
service	  will	  be	  performed	  
correctly	  
Ik	  heb	  veel	  vertrouwen	  dat	  de	  
diensten	  binnen	  My	  Vodafone	  
correct	  worden	  uitgevoerd.	  
	  
I	  have	  less	  anxiety	  when	  I	  buy	  the	  
service	  
I	  have	  less	  anxiety	  when	  I	  use	  
My	  Vodafone	  
Ik	  ben	  niet	  bang	  om	  My	  
Vodafone	  te	  gebruiken.	  
	  
I	  know	  what	  to	  expect	  when	  I	  go	  in	   I	  know	  what	  to	  expect	  when	  I	  
log	  into	  My	  Vodafone	  
Ik	  weet	  wat	  ik	  kan	  verwachten	  
als	  ik	  inlog	  op	  My	  Vodafone.	  
	  
I	  get	  the	  providers’s	  highest	  level	  of	  
service	  
I	  get	  the	  Vodafone’s	  highest	  
level	  of	  service	  
Ik	  krijg	  de	  hoogst	  mogelijke	  
service	  van	  Vodafone.	  
	  
Social	  Benefits	  
Scales	  adapted	  from:	  	  
Gwinner,	  Gremler	  and	  Bitner	  (1998)	  
	  
	  




I	  am	  recognized	  by	  certain	  
employees	  
Not	  applied	  in	  this	  study	   	  
I	  am	  familiar	  with	  the	  employee(s)	  
who	  perform(s)	  the	  service	  
Not	  applied	  in	  this	  study	   	  
I	  have	  developed	  a	  friendship	  with	  
the	  service	  provider	  
I	  have	  developed	  a	  friendship	  
with	  Vodafone	  
Er	  is	  een	  verbondenheid	  
ontstaan	  tussen	  mij	  en	  
Vodafone.	  
	  
They	  know	  my	  name	   They	  know	  my	  name	   Vodafone	  herkent	  me.	  
	  
I	  enjoy	  certain	  social	  aspects	  of	  the	  
relationship	  
I	  enjoy	  certain	  social	  aspects	  of	  
the	  relationship	  
Ik	  waardeer	  bepaalde	  sociale	  
aspecten	  van	  mijn	  relatie	  met	  
Vodafone.	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Special	  Treatment	  
Scales	  adapted	  from:	  	  
Gwinner,	  Gremler	  and	  Bitner	  (1998)	  
	  
	  




I	  get	  discounts	  or	  special	  deals	  that	  
most	  customers	  don’t	  get	  
I	  get	  discounts	  or	  special	  deals	  
that	  most	  customers	  don’t	  get	  
when	  using	  My	  Vodafone	  
Door	  het	  gebruiken	  van	  My	  
Vodafone,	  krijg	  ik	  kortingen	  of	  
speciale	  aanbiedingen	  die	  
andere	  klanten	  niet	  krijgen.	  
	  
I	  get	  better	  prices	  than	  most	  
customers	  
I	  get	  better	  prices	  than	  most	  
customers	  when	  using	  My	  
Vodafone	  
Door	  het	  gebruik	  van	  My	  
Vodafone,	  krijg	  ik	  betere	  
prijzen	  dan	  klanten	  die	  niet	  My	  
Vodafone	  gebruiken.	  
	  
They	  do	  services	  for	  me	  that	  they	  
don’t	  do	  for	  most	  customers	  
Vodafone	  does	  services	  for	  me	  
that	  they	  don’t	  do	  for	  most	  
customers	  
Vodafone	  biedt	  dienstverlening	  
aan	  die	  niet	  van	  toepassing	  is	  
voor	  het	  merendeel	  van	  de	  
klanten.	  	  
	  
I	  am	  placed	  higher	  on	  the	  priority	  
list	  when	  there	  is	  a	  line	  
I	  am	  placed	  higher	  on	  the	  
priority	  list	  when	  there	  is	  a	  line	  
Ik	  word	  sneller	  geholpen	  via	  My	  
Vodafone	  dan	  via	  de	  winkel	  of	  
via	  de	  klantenservice.	  	  
	  
I	  get	  faster	  service	  than	  most	  
customers	  
I	  get	  fast	  service	  than	  most	  
customers	  
Ik	  krijg	  een	  snellere	  




Scales	  adapted	  from:	  	  
Yen	  and	  Gwinner	  (2003)*	  
Hennig-­‐Thurau	  et	  al	  (2002)**	  
	  
	  




In	  general,	  I	  am	  satisfied	  with	  the	  
service	  quality	  offered	  by	  this	  
Internet	  travel	  agency.*	  
	  
In	  general,	  I	  am	  satisfied	  with	  
the	  service	  quality	  offered	  by	  
Vodafone	  
	  
In	  het	  algemeen	  ben	  ik	  
tevreden	  met	  de	  kwaliteit	  van	  
de	  dienstverlening	  die	  door	  
Vodafone	  wordt	  aangeboden.	  
	  
I	  feel	  satisfied	  with	  the	  self-­‐service	  
interface	  of	  this	  Internet	  travel	  
agency.*	  
	  
I	  feel	  satisfied	  with	  the	  self-­‐
service	  interface	  of	  My	  
Vodafone	  
	  
Ik	  ben	  tevreden	  met	  de	  My	  
Vodafone	  interface.	  
	  
My	  Choice	  to	  use	  this	  company	  was	  a	  
wise	  one.**	  
My	  Choice	  to	  use	  Vodafone	  
was	  a	  wise	  one.	  
Mijn	  keuze	  voor	  Vodafone	  was	  
de	  juiste	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Deviation	   Variance	   Skewness	  
Std.	  Error	  of	  
Skewness	   Kurtosis	  
Std.	  Error	  of	  
Kurtosis	  
TAM_PU_1	   5.52	   1.393	   1.941	   -­‐1.214	   .128	   1.397	   .255	  
TAM_PU_2	   5.06	   1.461	   2.135	   -­‐.668	   .128	   -­‐.082	   .255	  
TAM_PU_3	   5.20	   1.408	   1.983	   -­‐.804	   .128	   .295	   .255	  
TAM_PEOU_1	   5.39	   1.432	   2.051	   -­‐1.119	   .128	   .911	   .255	  
TAM_PEOU_2	   5.88	   .903	   .815	   -­‐.494	   .128	   -­‐.492	   .255	  
TAM_PEOU_3	   5.30	   1.410	   1.989	   -­‐.896	   .128	   .352	   .255	  
TR_OPT_1	   4.72	   1.502	   2.257	   -­‐.540	   .128	   -­‐.116	   .255	  
TR_OPT_2	   4.72	   1.357	   1.842	   -­‐.265	   .128	   -­‐.415	   .255	  
TR_OPT_3	   4.01	   1.702	   2.898	   -­‐.121	   .128	   -­‐.874	   .255	  
TR_INN_1	   3.40	   1.816	   3.296	   .294	   .128	   -­‐1.018	   .255	  
TR_INN_2	   4.84	   1.594	   2.540	   -­‐.485	   .128	   -­‐.580	   .255	  
TR_INN_3	   3.74	   1.816	   3.296	   -­‐.007	   .128	   -­‐1.096	   .255	  
TR_DIS_1	   3.58	   1.691	   2.858	   .343	   .128	   -­‐.703	   .255	  
TR_DIS_2	   3.26	   1.716	   2.944	   .418	   .128	   -­‐.803	   .255	  
TR_DIS_3	   3.18	   1.510	   2.280	   .376	   .128	   -­‐.511	   .255	  
TR_INS_1	   3.94	   1.804	   3.254	   .041	   .128	   -­‐1.013	   .255	  
TR_INS_2	   4.43	   1.815	   3.295	   -­‐.168	   .128	   -­‐1.081	   .255	  
TR_INS_3	   4.14	   1.976	   3.906	   .037	   .128	   -­‐1.289	   .255	  
RB_CON_1	   3.94	   1.362	   1.856	   .013	   .128	   -­‐.077	   .255	  
RB_CON_2	   4.72	   1.412	   1.993	   -­‐.559	   .128	   -­‐.098	   .255	  
RB_CON_3	   4.83	   1.473	   2.170	   -­‐.605	   .128	   -­‐.059	   .255	  
RB_CON_4	   5.73	   1.299	   1.688	   -­‐1.431	   .128	   2.409	   .255	  
RB_CON_5	   5.06	   1.445	   2.087	   -­‐.846	   .128	   .503	   .255	  
RB_CON_6	   4.20	   1.554	   2.415	   -­‐.223	   .128	   -­‐.503	   .255	  
RB_SOB_1	   3.69	   1.683	   2.832	   .070	   .128	   -­‐.922	   .255	  
RB_SOB_1	   3.71	   1.658	   2.750	   .034	   .128	   -­‐.687	   .255	  
RB_SOB_3	   3.80	   1.554	   2.414	   -­‐.093	   .128	   -­‐.396	   .255	  
RB_SPT_1	   3.13	   1.529	   2.337	   .196	   .128	   -­‐.573	   .255	  
RB_SPT_2	   3.23	   1.532	   2.348	   .278	   .128	   -­‐.368	   .255	  
RB_SPT_3	   3.52	   1.363	   1.858	   .164	   .128	   .312	   .255	  
RB_SPT_4	   4.08	   1.498	   2.243	   -­‐.227	   .128	   -­‐.161	   .255	  
RB_SPT_5	   3.47	   1.417	   2.007	   -­‐.023	   .128	   -­‐.147	   .255	  
CS_1	   5.04	   1.384	   1.916	   -­‐.654	   .128	   .046	   .255	  
CS_2	   4.75	   1.428	   2.041	   -­‐.605	   .128	   .075	   .255	  
CS_3	   5.07	   1.387	   1.924	   -­‐.594	   .128	   .100	   .255	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Appendix	  C:	   Q-­‐Q	  Plots	  
	  
TAM:	  Perceived	  Usefulness	  	  
	   	   	  
TAM:	  Perceived	  Ease	  of	  Use	  
	   	  
Technology	  Readiness:	  Optimism	  
	   	   	  
Technology	  Readiness:	  Innovativeness	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Technology	  Readiness:	  Discomfort	  
	  
Technology	  Readiness:	  Insecurity	  
	   	   	  
Relational	  Benefits:	  Confidence	  Benefits	  
	   	  
	   	  
Relational	  Benefits:	  Social	  Benefits	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Appendix	  D:	  Sample	  Characteristics	  	  
Statistics	  





N	   Valid	   355	   355	   355	  
Missing	   0	   0	   0	  
	  
Algemeen:	  MyVF	  gebruik	  
	   Frequency	   Percent	   Valid	  Percent	   Cumulative	  Percent	  
Valid	   A1:Wekelijks	   108	   30.4	   30.4	   30.4	  
A2:Meerdere	  malen	  per	  maand	   146	   41.1	   41.1	   71.5	  
A3:Minder	  dan	  1	  keer	  per	  maand	   101	   28.5	   28.5	   100.0	  
Total	   355	   100.0	   100.0	   	  
	  
Algemeen:	  Geslacht	  
	   Frequency	   Percent	   Valid	  Percent	   Cumulative	  Percent	  
Valid	   	  	   5	   1.4	   1.4	   1.4	  
A4:Man	   205	   57.7	   57.7	   59.2	  
A5:Vrouw	   145	   40.8	   40.8	   100.0	  
Total	   355	   100.0	   100.0	   	  
Algemeen:	  leeftijd	  
	   Frequency	   Percent	   Valid	  Percent	   Cumulative	  Percent	  
Valid	   	  	   1	   .3	   .3	   .3	  
A10:56+	   88	   24.8	   24.8	   25.1	  
A6:18-­‐25	   52	   14.6	   14.6	   39.7	  
A7:26-­‐35	   62	   17.5	   17.5	   57.2	  
A8:36-­‐45	   69	   19.4	   19.4	   76.6	  
A9:46-­‐55	   83	   23.4	   23.4	   100.0	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Appendix	  E:	  Factor	  Analysis	  
KMO	  and	  Bartlett's	  Test	  
Kaiser-­‐Meyer-­‐Olkin	  Measure	  of	  Sampling	  Adequacy.	   .779	  
Bartlett's	  Test	  of	  Sphericity	   Approx.	  Chi-­‐Square	   849.349	  
df	   15	  
Sig.	   .000	  
	  
Communalitiesa	  
	   Initial	   Extraction	  
TR_OPT_1:Technologie	  geeft	  mij	  meer	  vrijheid	  om	  mijn	  zaken	  te	  regelen.	   .501	   .546	  
TR_OPT_2:Producten	  en	  diensten,	  waarin	  de	  laatst	  technieken	  gebruikt	  worden	  
zijn	  
.296	   .327	  
TR_OPT_3:Technologie	  geef	  je	  meer	  controle	  over	  je	  dagelijks	  leven.	   .612	   .821	  
TR_INN_1:In	  het	  algemeen,	  ben	  jij	  een	  van	  de	  eersten	  in	  je	  kring	  van	  vrienden	  die	   .588	   .625	  
TR_INN_2:Je	  achterhaalt	  meestal	  	  hoe	  nieuwe	  producten	  of	  diensten	  werken	  
zonder	  de	  
.243	   .252	  
TR_INN_3:Andere	  mensen	  winnen	  advies	  in	  bij	  jou	  over	  nieuwe	  technologieën	  .	   .546	   .856	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  
a.	  One	  or	  more	  communalitiy	  estimates	  greater	  than	  1	  were	  encountered	  during	  iterations.	  The	  resulting	  
solution	  should	  be	  interpreted	  with	  caution	  	  
Total	  Variance	  Explained	  
Factor	  
Initial	  Eigenvalues	   Extraction	  Sums	  of	  Squared	  Loadings	   Rotation	  Sums	  of	  Squared	  
Loadingsa	  Total	   %	  of	  Variance	   Cumulative	  %	   Total	   %	  of	  Variance	   Cumulative	  %	   Total	  
1	   3.257	   54.279	   54.279	   2.863	   47.717	   47.717	   2.433	  
2	   .953	   15.881	   70.160	   .564	   9.395	   57.112	   2.483	  
3	   .696	   11.593	   81.753	   	   	   	   	  
4	   .523	   8.721	   90.474	   	   	   	   	  
5	   .339	   5.650	   96.124	   	   	   	   	  
6	   .233	   3.876	   100.000	   	   	   	   	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  
a.	  When	  factors	  are	  correlated,	  sums	  of	  squared	  loadings	  cannot	  be	  added	  to	  obtain	  a	  total	  variance.	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Factor	  Matrixa	  
	   Factor	  
1	   2	  
TR_OPT_1:Technologie	  geeft	  mij	  meer	  vrijheid	  om	  mijn	  zaken	  te	  regelen.	   .659	   .333	  
TR_OPT_2:Producten	  en	  diensten,	  waarin	  de	  laatst	  technieken	  gebruikt	  worden	  zijn	   .476	   .317	  
TR_OPT_3:Technologie	  geef	  je	  meer	  controle	  over	  je	  dagelijks	  leven.	   .809	   .408	  
TR_INN_1:In	  het	  algemeen,	  ben	  jij	  een	  van	  de	  eersten	  in	  je	  kring	  van	  vrienden	  die	   .786	   	  	  
TR_INN_2:Je	  achterhaalt	  meestal	  	  hoe	  nieuwe	  producten	  of	  diensten	  werken	  zonder	  
de	  
.474	   	  	  
TR_INN_3:Andere	  mensen	  winnen	  advies	  in	  bij	  jou	  over	  nieuwe	  technologieën	  .	   .840	   -­‐.387	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  
a.	  2	  factors	  extracted.	  21	  iterations	  required.	  
	  	  
Goodness-­‐of-­‐fit	  Test	  
Chi-­‐Square	   df	   Sig.	  
29.589	   4	   .000	  
	  
Pattern	  Matrixa	  
	   Factor	  
1	   2	  
TR_OPT_1:Technologie	  geeft	  mij	  meer	  vrijheid	  om	  mijn	  zaken	  te	  regelen.	   	  	   .704	  
TR_OPT_2:Producten	  en	  diensten,	  waarin	  de	  laatst	  technieken	  gebruikt	  worden	  zijn	   	  	   .600	  
TR_OPT_3:Technologie	  geef	  je	  meer	  controle	  over	  je	  dagelijks	  leven.	   	  	   .862	  
TR_INN_1:In	  het	  algemeen,	  ben	  jij	  een	  van	  de	  eersten	  in	  je	  kring	  van	  vrienden	  die	   .609	   	  	  
TR_INN_2:Je	  achterhaalt	  meestal	  	  hoe	  nieuwe	  producten	  of	  diensten	  werken	  zonder	  
de	  
.493	   	  	  
TR_INN_3:Andere	  mensen	  winnen	  advies	  in	  bij	  jou	  over	  nieuwe	  technologieën	  .	   .980	   	  	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  	  
	  Rotation	  Method:	  Oblimin	  with	  Kaiser	  Normalization.	  
a.	  Rotation	  converged	  in	  7	  iterations.	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KMO	  and	  Bartlett's	  Test	  
Kaiser-­‐Meyer-­‐Olkin	  Measure	  of	  Sampling	  Adequacy.	   .895	  
Bartlett's	  Test	  of	  Sphericity	   Approx.	  Chi-­‐Square	   1852.602	  
df	   55	  
Sig.	   .000	  
 
Communalities	  
	   Initial	   Extraction	  
RB_CON_2:Ik	  voel	  dat	  ik	  de	  dienstverlener	  Vodafone	  kan	  vertrouwen.	   .570	   .648	  
RB_CON_3:Ik	  heb	  veel	  vertrouwen	  dat	  de	  diensten	  binnen	  MyVF	  correct	  
worden	  uitgevo	  
.597	   .759	  
RB_CON_4:Ik	  ben	  niet	  bang	  om	  My	  Vodafone	  te	  gebruiken.	   .264	   .306	  
RB_CON_5:Ik	  weet	  wat	  ik	  kan	  verwachten	  als	  ik	  inlog	  op	  MyVF.	   .319	   .348	  
RB_SOB_1:Er	  is	  een	  verbondenheid	  ontstaan	  tussen	  mij	  en	  Vodafone.	   .522	   .570	  
RB_SOB_2:Vodafone	  herkent	  me.	   .514	   .572	  
RB_SOB_3:Ik	  waardeer	  bepaalde	  sociale	  aspecten	  van	  mijn	  relatie	  met	  
Vodafone.	  
.515	   .739	  
RB_SPT_1:Door	  het	  gebruiken	  van	  MyVF,	  krijg	  ik	  kortingen	  of	  speciale	  
aanbiedingen	  
.553	   .616	  
RB_SPT_2:Door	  het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF,	  krijg	  ik	  betere	  prijzen	  dan	  klanten	  die	  
niet	  M	  
.664	   .840	  
RB_SPT_3:Vodafone	  biedt	  dienstverlening	  aan	  die	  niet	  van	  toepassing	  is	  voor	  
het	  mere	  
.300	   .292	  
RB_SPT_5:Ik	  krijg	  een	  snellere	  dienstverlening	  dan	  de	  meeste	  klanten.	   .577	   .592	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Total	  Variance	  Explained	  
Factor	  
Initial	  Eigenvalues	   Extraction	  Sums	  of	  Squared	  Loadings	   Rotation	  Sums	  of	  
Squared	  Loadingsa	  Total	   %	  of	  Variance	   Cumulative	  %	   Total	   %	  of	  Variance	   Cumulative	  %	   Total	  
1	   5.262	   47.840	   47.840	   4.865	   44.228	   44.228	   4.038	  
2	   1.390	   12.636	   60.476	   .913	   8.303	   52.531	   3.344	  
3	   .891	   8.102	   68.579	   .504	   4.585	   57.116	   3.508	  
4	   .628	   5.708	   74.287	   	   	   	   	  
5	   .599	   5.450	   79.736	   	   	   	   	  
6	   .565	   5.135	   84.871	   	   	   	   	  
7	   .456	   4.141	   89.013	   	   	   	   	  
8	   .369	   3.357	   92.370	   	   	   	   	  
9	   .325	   2.957	   95.327	   	   	   	   	  
10	   .274	   2.492	   97.819	   	   	   	   	  
11	   .240	   2.181	   100.000	   	   	   	   	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  
a.	  When	  factors	  are	  correlated,	  sums	  of	  squared	  loadings	  cannot	  be	  added	  to	  obtain	  a	  total	  variance.	  
















1	   2	   3	  
RB_SPT_2:Door	  het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF,	  krijg	  ik	  betere	  prijzen	  dan	  klanten	  die	  niet	  
M	  
.830	   -­‐.338	   	  	  
RB_SPT_5:Ik	  krijg	  een	  snellere	  dienstverlening	  dan	  de	  meeste	  klanten.	   .749	   	  	   	  	  
RB_CON_3:Ik	  heb	  veel	  vertrouwen	  dat	  de	  diensten	  binnen	  MyVF	  correct	  worden	  
uitgevo	  
.713	   .469	   	  	  
RB_SOB_2:Vodafone	  herkent	  me.	   .710	   	  	   	  	  
RB_CON_2:Ik	  voel	  dat	  ik	  de	  dienstverlener	  Vodafone	  kan	  vertrouwen.	   .709	   .373	   	  	  
RB_SPT_1:Door	  het	  gebruiken	  van	  MyVF,	  krijg	  ik	  kortingen	  of	  speciale	  
aanbiedingen	  
.706	   -­‐.344	   	  	  
RB_SOB_1:Er	  is	  een	  verbondenheid	  ontstaan	  tussen	  mij	  en	  Vodafone.	   .704	   	  	   	  	  
RB_SOB_3:Ik	  waardeer	  bepaalde	  sociale	  aspecten	  van	  mijn	  relatie	  met	  Vodafone.	   .699	   	  	   .499	  
RB_SPT_3:Vodafone	  biedt	  dienstverlening	  aan	  die	  niet	  van	  toepassing	  is	  voor	  het	  
mere	  
.497	   	  	   	  	  
RB_CON_5:Ik	  weet	  wat	  ik	  kan	  verwachten	  als	  ik	  inlog	  op	  MyVF.	   .488	   .325	   	  	  
RB_CON_4:Ik	  ben	  niet	  bang	  om	  My	  Vodafone	  te	  gebruiken.	   .365	   .360	   	  	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  
a.	  3	  factors	  extracted.	  5	  iterations	  required.	  
	   
Goodness-­‐of-­‐fit	  Test	  
Chi-­‐Square	   df	   Sig.	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Factor	  
1	   2	   3	  
RB_SPT_2:Door	  het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF,	  krijg	  ik	  betere	  prijzen	  dan	  klanten	  die	  niet	  
M	  
.953	   	  	   	  	  
RB_SPT_1:Door	  het	  gebruiken	  van	  MyVF,	  krijg	  ik	  kortingen	  of	  speciale	  
aanbiedingen	  
.755	   	  	   	  	  
RB_SPT_5:Ik	  krijg	  een	  snellere	  dienstverlening	  dan	  de	  meeste	  klanten.	   .642	   	  	   	  	  
RB_SPT_3:Vodafone	  biedt	  dienstverlening	  aan	  die	  niet	  van	  toepassing	  is	  voor	  het	  
mere	  
.541	   	  	   	  	  
RB_CON_3:Ik	  heb	  veel	  vertrouwen	  dat	  de	  diensten	  binnen	  MyVF	  correct	  worden	  
uitgevo	  
	  	   .807	   	  	  
RB_CON_2:Ik	  voel	  dat	  ik	  de	  dienstverlener	  Vodafone	  kan	  vertrouwen.	   	  	   .658	   	  	  
RB_CON_4:Ik	  ben	  niet	  bang	  om	  My	  Vodafone	  te	  gebruiken.	   	  	   .597	   	  	  
RB_CON_5:Ik	  weet	  wat	  ik	  kan	  verwachten	  als	  ik	  inlog	  op	  MyVF.	   	  	   .531	   	  	  
RB_SOB_3:Ik	  waardeer	  bepaalde	  sociale	  aspecten	  van	  mijn	  relatie	  met	  Vodafone.	   	  	   	  	   .865	  
RB_SOB_1:Er	  is	  een	  verbondenheid	  ontstaan	  tussen	  mij	  en	  Vodafone.	   	  	   	  	   .532	  
RB_SOB_2:Vodafone	  herkent	  me.	   .314	   	  	   .506	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  	  
	  Rotation	  Method:	  Oblimin	  with	  Kaiser	  Normalization.	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KMO	  and	  Bartlett's	  Test	  
Kaiser-­‐Meyer-­‐Olkin	  Measure	  of	  Sampling	  Adequacy.	   .812	  
Bartlett's	  Test	  of	  Sphericity	   Approx.	  Chi-­‐Square	   1303.790	  
df	   15	  
Sig.	   .000	  
 
Communalities	  
	   Initial	   Extraction	  
TAM_PU_1:My	  Vodafone	  is	  nuttig	  voor	  het	  beheren	  van	  mijn	  
abonnement.	  
.605	   .653	  
TAM_PU_2:Het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF	  verbetert	  de	  manier	  waarop	  ik	  
mijn	  abonnement	  ka	  
.670	   .722	  
TAM_PU_3:Het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF	  maakt	  het	  beheren	  van	  mijn	  
abonnement	  makkelijk	  
.728	   .886	  
TAM_PEOU_1:Het	  leren	  gebruiken	  van	  MyVF	  was	  makkelijk	  voor	  
mij	  
.687	   .765	  
TAM_PEOU_2:Ik	  vind	  het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF	  moeilijk	   .149	   .151	  
TAM_PEOU_3:Het	  was	  gemakkelijk	  voor	  mij	  om	  vaardig	  te	  worden	  
in	  het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF	  
.703	   .874	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  
Total	  Variance	  Explained	  
Factor	   Initial	  Eigenvalues	   Extraction	  Sums	  of	  Squared	  Loadings	   Rotation	  Sums	  of	  
Squared	  Loadingsa	  Total	   %	  of	  Variance	   Cumulative	  %	   Total	   %	  of	  Variance	   Cumulative	  %	   Total	  
1	   3.726	   62.105	   62.105	   3.484	   58.074	   58.074	   3.164	  
2	   .901	   15.016	   77.120	   .566	   9.433	   67.507	   2.981	  
3	   .693	   11.543	   88.663	   	   	   	   	  
4	   .310	   5.161	   93.824	   	   	   	   	  
5	   .206	   3.430	   97.254	   	   	   	   	  
6	   .165	   2.746	   100.000	   	   	   	   	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  
a.	  When	  factors	  are	  correlated,	  sums	  of	  squared	  loadings	  cannot	  be	  added	  to	  obtain	  a	  total	  variance.	  
	    
 
	   79	  
Factor	  Matrixa	  
	   Factor	  
1	   2	  
TAM_PU_3:Het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF	  maakt	  het	  beheren	  van	  mijn	  abonnement	  makkelijk	   .869	   -­‐.361	  
TAM_PEOU_3:Het	  was	  gemakkelijk	  voor	  mij	  om	  vaardig	  te	  worden	  in	  het	  gebruik	  van	  
MyVF	  
.838	   .414	  
TAM_PU_2:Het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF	  verbetert	  de	  manier	  waarop	  ik	  mijn	  abonnement	  ka	   .818	   	  	  
TAM_PEOU_1:Het	  leren	  gebruiken	  van	  MyVF	  was	  makkelijk	  voor	  mij	   .796	   .362	  
TAM_PU_1:My	  Vodafone	  is	  nuttig	  voor	  het	  beheren	  van	  mijn	  abonnement.	   .762	   	  	  
TAM_PEOU_2:Ik	  vind	  het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF	  moeilijk	   .378	   	  	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  
a.	  2	  factors	  extracted.	  8	  iterations	  required.	  
	  
Goodness-­‐of-­‐fit	  Test	  
Chi-­‐Square	   df	   Sig.	  
7.359	   4	   .118	  
 
Pattern	  Matrixa	  
	   Factor	  
1	   2	  
TAM_PU_3:Het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF	  maakt	  het	  beheren	  van	  mijn	  abonnement	  makkelijk	   .982	   	  	  
TAM_PU_1:My	  Vodafone	  is	  nuttig	  voor	  het	  beheren	  van	  mijn	  abonnement.	   .799	   	  	  
TAM_PU_2:Het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF	  verbetert	  de	  manier	  waarop	  ik	  mijn	  abonnement	  ka	   .778	   	  	  
TAM_PEOU_3:Het	  was	  gemakkelijk	  voor	  mij	  om	  vaardig	  te	  worden	  in	  het	  gebruik	  van	  
MyVF	  
	  	   .976	  
TAM_PEOU_1:Het	  leren	  gebruiken	  van	  MyVF	  was	  makkelijk	  voor	  mij	   	  	   .885	  
TAM_PEOU_2:Ik	  vind	  het	  gebruik	  van	  MyVF	  moeilijk	   	  	   .310	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  	  
	  Rotation	  Method:	  Oblimin	  with	  Kaiser	  Normalization.	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KMO	  and	  Bartlett's	  Test	  
Kaiser-­‐Meyer-­‐Olkin	  Measure	  of	  Sampling	  Adequacy.	   .721	  
Bartlett's	  Test	  of	  Sphericity	   Approx.	  Chi-­‐Square	   572.402	  
df	   3	  
Sig.	   .000	  
 
Communalities	  
	   Initial	   Extraction	  
CS_1:In	  het	  algemeen	  ben	  ik	  tevreden	  met	  de	  kwaliteit	  van	  
de	  dienstverlening	  di	  
.671	   .863	  
CS_2:Ik	  ben	  tevreden	  met	  de	  My	  Vodafone	  interface.	   .574	   .646	  
CS_3:Mijn	  keuze	  voor	  Vodafone	  was	  de	  juiste.	   .555	   .623	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  
Total	  Variance	  Explained	  
Factor	  
Initial	  Eigenvalues	   Extraction	  Sums	  of	  Squared	  Loadings	  
Total	   %	  of	  Variance	   Cumulative	  %	   Total	   %	  of	  Variance	   Cumulative	  %	  
1	   2.411	   80.365	   80.365	   2.132	   71.081	   71.081	  
2	   .366	   12.199	   92.564	   	   	   	  
3	   .223	   7.436	   100.000	   	   	   	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	  
 
Factor	  Matrixa	  
	   Factor	  
1	  
CS_1:In	  het	  algemeen	  ben	  ik	  tevreden	  met	  de	  kwaliteit	  van	  de	  dienstverlening	  di	   .929	  
CS_2:Ik	  ben	  tevreden	  met	  de	  My	  Vodafone	  interface.	   .804	  
CS_3:Mijn	  keuze	  voor	  Vodafone	  was	  de	  juiste.	   .789	  
Extraction	  Method:	  Maximum	  Likelihood.	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Appendix	  F:	  Correlation	  Matrix	  &	  AVE	  
	  
Structural	  Model	  Specifications	  
	   AVE	   Composite	  Reliability	   R	  Square	  
Percent	  	   	  	   	   	   	  
RB	  Confidence	   0,61	   0,86	   0,33	  
RB	  Social	   0,72	   0,88	   0,16	  
RB	  Special	  Treatment	   0,66	   0,88	   0,09	  
	   Satisfaction	   0,80	   0,92	   0,64	  
	   TAM	  PEOU	   0,68	   0,86	   0,09	  
	   TAM	  PU	   0,83	   0,93	   0,07	  
	   TR	  Innovativeness	   0,61	   0,82	   -­‐	  
	   TR	  Optimism	   0,69	   0,87	   -­‐	  
	  
















	  RB	  Confidence	   0,79	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	  
RB	  Social	   0,57	   0,85	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	  
RB	  Special	  
Treatment	  
0,51	   0,66	   0,82	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	  
	  Satisfaction	   0,78	   0,57	   0,53	   0,90	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	  
	  TAM	  PEOU	   0,49	   0,28	   0,23	   0,46	   0,83	   -­‐	   -­‐	   -­‐	  
	  TAM	  PU	   0,55	   0,40	   0,30	   0,55	   0,63	   0,91	   -­‐	   -­‐	  
	  TR	  Innovativeness	   0,13	   0,10	   0,08	   0,08	   0,22	   0,11	   0,78	   -­‐	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Appendix	  G:	  Goodness	  of	  Fit	  (GoF)	  
	  
Constructs	   R2	   Average	  Communality	  
Optimism	   -­‐	   -­‐	  
Innovativeness	   -­‐	   -­‐	  
Perceived	  Usefulness	   0.08	   0.75	  
Perceived	  Ease	  of	  Use	   0.09	   0.59	  
Special	  Treatment	   0.09	   0.58	  
Confidence	  Benefits	   0.33	   0.51	  
Social	  Benefits	   0.16	   0.62	  
Customer	  Satisfaction	   0.64	   0,71	  
	  
GoF	  =	  √	  average	  R2	  x	  average	  communality	  =	  √	  0.1462	  =	  0.38	  
	  𝐴𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑔𝑒  𝐶𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑢𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦! = 1𝑝! 𝑝!!!!!! 𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑢𝑛𝑎𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦! 	  
Where	  p	  is	  the	  number	  of	  measurement	  variables	  of	  all	  constructs	  and	  j	  for	  an	  endogenous	  block	  
Adapted	  from:	  Tenenhaus	  et	  al.	  (2005)	  
	    
	  
	  
	  
	  
